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ABSTRACT 
Bear River Heritage Area: A Study of Recreation 
Specialization and Importance-Performance 
 
by 
Tyler A. Baird, Master of Science 
Utah State University, 2013 
Major Professor: Dr. Steven W. Burr 
Department: Environment and Society 
 Heritage tourism is a fast growing sector in the recreation arena. Research into 
multiple aspects of heritage tourism has increased during the last few decades as it has 
been recognized as a distinct form of tourism and promoted around the globe. This study 
was conducted in an effort to better understand multiple aspects of heritage tourism in the 
Bear River Heritage Area of northern Utah and southeastern Idaho. The following aims to 
provide Bear River Heritage Area leadership with baseline data on their visitors and build 
upon the base of literature in the areas of recreation specialization, and importance-
performance analysis. Attempts to apply the recreation specialization continuum in the 
context of heritage tourism were relatively unsuccessful in this case. Potential problems 
with applying recreation specialization to heritage tourism are discussed and implications 
for future studies are explored. In addition, emerging trends in importance-performance 
research are applied to respondent ratings of attribute importance and satisfaction in order 
to provide the best possible suggestions for Bear River Heritage Area management 
iv 
improvements and build upon existing research. Specifically, traditional importance-
performance analysis is compared to analyses that incorporate grand means, 
segmentation, and confidence intervals. 
 (120 pages) 
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PUBLIC ABSTRACT 
Bear River Heritage Area: A Study of Recreation 
Specialization and Importance-Performance 
 
Tyler A. Baird 
This research included a sample of 728 visitors at sites affiliated with the Bear 
River Heritage Area of northern Utah and southeastern Idaho. Visitors were asked a 
series of questions about their trip in order to provide baseline data for Bear River 
Heritage Area leadership in a first time analysis of visitors to the area. From this sample, 
a second survey was mailed to a subsample of 305 visitors. Results were calculated in 
order to answer three questions: (a) what are the basic demographics of Bear River 
Heritage Area visitors?; (b) do the visitors break down into groups with identifiably 
different levels of heritage tourism specialization?; and (c) how well is the area 
performing in measures of visitor satisfaction compared to visitor ratings of importance 
for certain services? 
Results of the study found it difficult to split visitors into groups with measurably 
different levels of specialization. While different levels of specialization were noted 
during administration of the initial survey, statistical processes were not able to identify 
divisions during analysis of survey results. When visitor satisfaction was analyzed, 
prescriptions for management improvements were generated using a combination of 
advances in importance-performance analysis established by multiple researchers over 
the past 35 years. Results from these analyses were markedly different and a discussion 
of the implications is presented. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE 
[T]ourism has proved many times over to be one of the most powerful 
economic, social, cultural, ecological and political forces in the world 
today. (Timothy & Boyd, 2006, p. 1) 
 
Heritage tourism is also commonly referred to as cultural tourism and is one of 
the fastest growing sectors of the tourism market today (Kerstetter, Confer, & Graefe, 
2001). However, research is still needed to gain a better understanding of the multiple 
facets of heritage tourism and its impact on the overall tourism economy, which amassed 
a total economic output of $1.37 trillion in 2011 in the United States (Zemanek, 2012). 
The newest trend in heritage tourism is the establishment of heritage areas 
comprised of unique assortments of natural, cultural, and heritage attractions and 
activities specific to a region. There is a diverse collection of heritage sites and areas with 
many different levels of classification. Classification ranges from informal collectives of 
heritage sites without legal bindings, to districts with local designations (e.g., community 
historic districts), to areas with state designations (e.g., State Heritage Areas), to areas 
with federal recognition (e.g., U.S. National Heritage Areas), and finally sites with 
multinational recognition (e.g., UNESCO World Heritage Sites). This diversity in type of 
heritage areas combined with varied opportunities they offer presents an opportunity for a 
wealth of diverse research studies. One of the opportunities in heritage tourism research 
is to apply theories developed in other areas of recreation and tourism research to this 
growing tourism activity. However, caution should be taken when making generalizations 
from individual studies; results should be expected to be as diverse as the areas 
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themselves, even when applying like theories. This holds true for the study at hand, and 
the following serves as one case study of the theories it investigates. 
The purpose of this study is to gain a better understanding of individuals who visit 
sites within the Bear River Heritage Area (BRHA). The crux of the research focuses on 
gathering baseline data of BRHA visitation. This was accomplished by acquiring 
demographic, importance-performance, and tourism activity information from visitors at 
sites throughout the BRHA. Additionally, an attempt to measure levels of visitor 
specialization was incorporated into the study. As the first ever comprehensive visitor 
study conducted in the BRHA, this research has potential to be purposeful during the 
development of future BRHA initiatives. It also contributes to the growing body of 
heritage tourism literature. 
 
The Bear River Heritage Area 
Location and Designation 
The BRHA is currently recognized as a State Heritage Area by both Utah and 
Idaho. It covers seven counties in Northern Utah and Southeastern Idaho (Figure 1) and 
consists of a consortium of heritage sites, attractions, and businesses with historic ties to 
the region. Flagship sites include Golden Spike National Historic Site, the National 
Oregon-California Trail Center, Bear Lake, and the American West Heritage Center. The 
BRHA website states: 
The Bear River Heritage Area straddles the Idaho-Utah border where the 
Great Basin and the Rocky Mountains meet. It is home to the 
Northwestern Band of the Shoshone Nation, a strong agricultural 
economy, history-laced landscape, and abundant natural beauty. (BRHA, 
n.d.) 
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Figure 1. Bear River Heritage Area (counties and regions). 
 
 
Mission and Purpose 
 The history and resources of the BRHA are perhaps most succinctly expressed by 
the phrase used in promotion of the area, “Blessed by water, worked by hand.” The vision 
guiding the BRHA follows: 
The Bear River Heritage Area is a place where people enjoy distinctive 
cultural groups and contrasting landscapes, and experience stories and 
consequences of the expanding American West; where responsible 
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stewardship sustains the pastoral and natural landscapes, historic land 
uses, cultural sites, traditions, skills and knowledge, which contribute to a 
viable regional economy. (BRHA, n.d.) 
 
Furthermore, the mission of the BRHA Council provides a set of unified goals that tie the 
separate entities of the area together; “The mission of the Bear River Heritage Area 
Council is to work together to identify, preserve, and enhance our natural, cultural, and 
economic heritage and to stabilize and expand upon the economic opportunities 
associated with our heritage” (BRHA, n.d.). 
Members of the BRHA have also been working for a number of years to gain 
federal recognition as a National Heritage Area. The four purposes of the BRHA, as laid 
out in the proposed National Heritage Area legislation, include: 
(1) Foster a close working relationship with all levels of government, the 
private sector, residents, business interests, and local communities in the 
States of Idaho and Utah; (2) Empower communities in the States of Idaho 
and Utah to exercise stewardship of their heritage while strengthening 
future economic opportunities; (3) Interpret, develop, and encourage 
stewardship of the historical, cultural, and recreational resources within 
the Heritage Area and the natural and scenic features of which they are a 
part; and (4) Expand, foster, and develop heritage businesses and products 
relating to the cultural heritage of the Heritage Area. (BRHA, n.d.) 
 
The baseline visitor data collected during this research will aid BRHA leadership and 
heritage site managers in their endeavor to fulfill the purposes of the heritage area. By 
understanding the demographics, importance-performance ratings, and specialization 
levels of visitors, the BRHA will be able to better serve its stated purposes. 
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Research Problem and Questions 
The BRHA is a large area with multiple attractions bringing in a diverse set of 
users. No previous comprehensive study has gathered baseline data on heritage site 
visitors in the BRHA. Consequently, the BRHA Council and site managers need a more 
complete understanding of their patrons before they can better serve them and push for 
federal designation as a National Heritage Area. Areas of special concern for the BRHA 
are heritage tourists' knowledge of the area and the establishment of a visitor base 
satisfied with and willing to support the heritage resources of the region. 
This research focuses on three major research questions: (a) what are the 
characteristics of the individuals currently visiting BRHA sites?; (b) do BRHA tourists fit 
into the standard recreation specialization framework?; and (c) how well is the area 
performing in terms of measures of importance-performance? Data necessary to answer 
these three questions was gathered from a joint survey instrument. Answers discerned 
through analysis of this data provide the BRHA with a more complete picture of current 
visitors and information to tailor their services to better provide for heritage tourists. 
Discussions of the application of the recreation specialization framework and importance-
performance analysis to heritage tourism are additional focuses of this research.  
 
Research Objectives 
 The objectives of this study are threefold: (a) acquire baseline data on BRHA 
visitor demographics and area awareness; (b) attempt to apply a visitor specialization 
framework to classify specialization levels of visitors at BRHA sites; and (c) employ 
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importance-performance measures to provide BRHA leadership with prescriptions for 
potential improvement. Fulfillment of these objectives will serve the BRHA and heritage 
tourism research in general. The BRHA will benefit from a greater understanding of its 
visitors, and the study will add to the general heritage tourism literature in the areas of 
heritage tourism visitor specialization and importance-performance analysis. 
 
Research Hypotheses 
Recreation Specialization Hypothesis 
It is hypothesized BRHA visitors will represent a wide range of visitor types and 
characteristics. The diversity of tourism opportunities offered in the area will dictate the 
presence of a variety of types of tourists. These tourists will vary by type of recreation 
opportunities sought, diversity of tourism sites visited, and specialization level within 
recreation activities. Furthermore, BRHA visitors will fall along the recreation 
specialization continuum; however some difficulty in applying the recreation 
specialization framework, as applied in previous recreation studies is expected. It is 
posited the greatest number of visitors will have low specialization levels; however, there 
will be individuals with higher specialization levels attracted by one or more of the 
distinct offerings of the BRHA (e.g., Oregon-California Trail, Latter-day Saints history, 
Native American History). It is also hypothesized visitor demographics will reflect 
findings in other heritage area research from around the United States. 
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Importance-Performance Hypothesis 
It is hypothesized the results from the importance-performance analysis (IPA) will 
allow for the null hypothesis, differences in ratings of importance and performance 
distributed by chance alone, to be rejected. It is anticipated the results will provide the 
BRHA council and site managers with a metric to determine the current performance of 
various attributes offered in the BRHA. The data collected will also present an 
opportunity to test multiple theories that have emerged in the IPA literature. The use of a 
combination of the adjustments to the original IPA framework (i.e., segmentation and 
confidence intervals) will result in a clearer picture of the performance strengths and 
weakness identified by survey respondents. Additionally, it is hypothesized the 
importance-performance matrix will allow for straightforward analysis of performance 
strengths and weaknesses. Thus, prescriptions drawn from the results of the analysis will 
be transferable to potential actions the BRHA can take to improve performance of 
attributes currently rated with the combination of high importance and low performance. 
 
Thesis Outline 
The following chapter reviews major research trends from the heritage tourism 
literature as well as the recreation specialization and importance-performance analysis 
literature; Chapter III introduces the survey and statistical methodology used in this 
study; Chapter IV presents the individual results from each segment of the study; and 
Chapter V discusses management implications and directions for future research. 
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CHAPTER II 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Heritage Tourism 
Heritage Tourism and Heritage Tourists 
Heritage tourism is broadly defined in the contemporary literature. In a review of 
heritage tourism, Confer and Kerstetter (2000) stated, “…the term heritage has come to 
mean landscapes, natural history, buildings, artifacts, and cultural traditions” (p. 28). The 
United Nations Educational Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) has also 
included natural heritage when defining heritage tourism (Pedersen, 2002). No matter 
what specific definition is used, all heritage tourism activities have one thing in common, 
enjoyment of an element of the past that can be linked to the present (Confer & 
Kerstetter, 2000; Graham, 2002; Richards, 1996). The linkage of past and present is often 
achieved through the educational opportunities heritage sites provide. Multiple scholars 
have discovered education is one of the essential components of heritage tourism (Caton 
& Santos, 2007; Chen, Kerstetter, & Graefe, 2001; Poria, Butler, & Airey, 2003; 
Swarbrooke, 1994). Heritage tourism is a unique type of tourism less focused on aspects 
of traditional recreation and more focused on the educational experience (Chen et al., 
2001), whether factual or constructed (Graham, 2002; Weiler & Hall, 1992). 
While forms of heritage tourism have been around for centuries (McKercher & du 
Cros, 2002; Swarbrooke, 1994), especially in Europe, heritage tourism is still in its 
fledgling stage in the United States. Eugster (2003) stated, “The heritage areas movement 
[in the United States] began…in a dozen different places and points in time” (p. 50). 
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Historic preservation was an early driver of the heritage movement (Eugster, 2003; 
Hufford, 1994), which was spurred again by the first federally designated National 
Heritage Areas established in the 1980s. Additionally, the prosperity of the late 20th 
century brought an increased interest in heritage tourism (Silberberg, 1995). In a span of 
four years, 1991-1995, heritage tourism grew 16 % in the United States (Kerstetter et al., 
2001). The increase in heritage site visitation was fueled by an increase in disposable 
time and income, an aging population, and a desire to experience diverse recreation 
opportunities (Confer & Kerstetter, 2000; McKercher & du Cros, 2002). General visitor 
demographics reflect the factors driving the visitation increase. Overall, heritage tourists 
have more formal education, a higher annual household income, and are older than other 
types of tourists. They are also more likely to travel for extended periods and spend more 
money per trip than other types of tourists (Kerstetter et al., 2001). 
 
The Emergence of Heritage Tourism 
Literature  
The heritage tourism literature is relatively new. It began to emerge during the 
1980s as the first National Heritage Areas were established in the United States and 
developed more in the 1990s. The early 2000s brought added attention to the field as a 
slew of UNESCO World Heritage Sites and U.S. National Heritage Areas were added to 
their respective systems. To date, the literature has branched into four major categories 
outside of the general literature touched on in the previous section. These four categories 
include: economics, authenticity, interpretation, and specialization (i.e., types of visitors). 
Each category continues to expand and develop as researchers attempt to gain a greater 
depth of insight into various aspects of heritage tourism. Early research was largely 
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situated in the realm of applied science. More recent studies have started to incorporate 
general theory from other areas of tourism and recreation research.  
 
Economics  
Economics based research has been applied to heritage tourism by various 
researchers. The concepts of non-resident visitor expenditures (Kerstetter et al., 2001; 
Strauss & Lord, 2001), and value-added (Apostolakis, 2003; Kirshenblatt-Gimblett, 
1995) are prominent in the heritage tourism economics literature. The influx of non-
resident expenditures as a result of heritage tourism has been the leading factor in the 
establishment of many heritage areas. Input-output analysis also receives significant 
attention during feasibility studies conducted to determine if an area is suited to become a 
National Heritage Area (National Park Service, 2003). The value-added concept, 
enriching an area’s tourism opportunities, highlights the attempt to increase the economic 
relevance of a heritage site or area by developing opportunities for heritage tourism. 
Strauss and Lord (2001) have also linked the value-added concept to another category in 
the literature, authenticity.  
 
Authenticity  
Authenticity has been examined as one of the major contributors to heritage 
tourist satisfaction (Chen & Chen, 2010) and perception of value received for time 
invested (Strauss & Lord, 2001). However, authenticity is a relatively vague 
classification with many different connotations. “Authenticity is not then an inherent 
quality of an object or experience but something ascribed to it” (Kidd, 2011, p. 23). Jamal 
and Hill (2004) have divided authenticity into three categories: objective, constructed, 
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and personal. These three categories encompass the major elements examined in the 
greater body of heritage tourism authenticity research (Halewood & Hannam, 2001; 
Jewell & Crotts, 2001; Kidd, 2011; Poria, Reichel, & Biran, 2006a; Poria, Reichel, & 
Biran, 2006b; Waitt, 2000). The objective category includes original surviving elements 
of the past; constructed authenticity is a re-creation of some element of the past; and 
personal authenticity includes individual perceptions of the elements found in the other 
two categories. Perceptions of authenticity also play a large role in an individual’s 
satisfaction with the heritage tourism experience.  
 
Interpretation  
Linked to the authenticity research are multiple studies on heritage interpretation. 
Nuryanti (1996) stated, “The central challenge in linking heritage and tourism lies in 
reconstructing the past in the present through interpretation” (p. 252). Interpretation, as 
applied in the literature, is defined as educational opportunities provided for the tourist. 
Interpretation comes in multiple forms, such as: signage, visual displays, reenactments, 
and verbal explanations (Ablett & Dyer, 2009). Visitor preferences for interpretation 
have been studied by various authors in an attempt to formulate management 
prescriptions for heritage sites (Moscardo, 1996; Poria, Biran, & Reichel, 2009).  
 
Specialization  
The previous three research categories are all manifested in heritage tourism 
specialization research. The heritage specialization research grew from the discovery of 
unique classes of heritage tourists (Kerstetter, Confer, & Bricker, 1998; Prentice, Witt, & 
Hamer, 1998). When studying the specialization level of heritage tourists, Kerstetter et al. 
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(2001) applied the framework for recreation specialization developed by Bryan (1977). 
The goal of the specialization research is to gain a better understanding of the types of 
visitors using heritage sites and their personal attributes. This research builds on 
established recreation theory and has implications for management of heritage tourism 
sites (Kerstetter et al., 2001).  
 
Heritage Tourism Literature Summary  
Heritage tourism is loosely defined across the body of literature. This is due to the 
diverse types of tourism activities it represents. The literature has ranged from the general 
to the specific. The specific categories highlighted here are by no means comprehensive; 
they function as a starting point in examination of the main themes found in 
contemporary heritage tourism research. These categories will undoubtedly be expanded 
upon as more studies are conducted. Additional categories are also likely to emerge as a 
relatively young field of research begins to mature. 
 
Recreation Specialization 
The Emergence of Recreation 
Specialization 
 As recreation and tourism surged in popularity after World War II, the need for a 
greater understanding of the human dimensions of recreation and tourism became 
evident. The concept of recreation specialization was a product of the need and desire to 
better understand users of recreation amenities. Specialization research is rooted in 
sociological research of the 1950s. Shibutani’s (1955) research into the concept of 
“reference groups” laid the foundation for recreation specialization studies in the 1970s. 
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DeVall (1973) wrote the first major article in the recreation literature using the reference 
group concept. DeVall’s study of the concept employed the term “leisure social worlds,” 
in place of reference groups and focused on categorizing recreationists from within a 
single recreation activity. From this early reference group and leisure social world 
research grew the crop of recreation specialization research still maturing today. 
 DeVall’s research was soon followed by the work of Bryan (1977). It was Bryan’s 
work that set the theoretical foundation for recreation specialization. Bryan’s 1977 
article, titled “Leisure value systems and recreational specialization: The case of trout 
fishermen,” presented a recreation specialization framework (Figure 2). Although the 
framework was originally developed in the context of trout fishing, Bryan recognized its 
potential application in a wide array of recreation studies. 
 
Recreation Specialization Framework 
In review of Bryan’s framework, Manning (2011) wrote, “Four dimensions were 
used to define the recreation specialization framework: technique preferences, setting 
preferences, experience in the activity, and the relationship of the activity to other areas 
of life” (p. 237). Bryan wrote, “[The framework] refers to a continuum of behavior from 
the general to the specialized. It is reflected by equipment, skills used, and preferences 
for particular recreation setting” (Bryan, 1977, p. 174). Bryan included categories along 
the continuum to classify recreationists falling within certain segments of the 
specialization continuum. These categories of recreationists included: occasional 
participant, generalist, technique specialist, and technique setting specialist. Bryan (1977) 
explained the continuum (Figure 2) with his statement, “At one end of the continuum is  
14 
 
 
 
Figure 2. Recreation specialization continuum (Bryan, 1977). 
 
 
the person who devotes or limits interest to some special branch of the sport. At the other 
end is the person who has more general recreational interests” (p. 176). 
In his conclusion regarding the recreation specialization concept and framework, 
Bryan (1977) stated: 
Implications abound on the applied side of the ledger for recreation 
managers. What the quality experience is to one sportsman is not to 
another. This implies variability in management strategies for resource 
utilization to meet variability in recreational orientations and needs. If the 
specialization concept can be applied to a variety of activities, the manager 
may be provided with a decision-making tool in matching the motivations 
of users with the appropriate resource. (p. 186) 
 
 
Application of the Recreation 
Specialization Framework 
 The list of researchers who have utilized and built upon Bryan’s recreation 
specialization framework is too lengthy to list here in its entirety. However, some of the 
major studies that have contributed to the growth of the theory will be briefly discussed. 
Many early recreation specialization studies examined specialization through the lens of 
experience (Choi, Loomis, & Ditton, 1994; Ditton, Loomis, & Choi, 1992; Kuentzel & 
Heberlein, 1997; Schreyer, 1982). The basic premise of the experience studies followed 
the logic as recreation experience in a certain activity increases, so does specialization. 
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Schreyer and Lime (1984) developed the concept of “experience use history.” The 
concept furthered the experience logic by noting the importance of considering type of 
experience in addition to amount of experience when measuring specialization. 
 Other studies have examined the movement of recreationists along the 
specialization continuum (Donnelly, Vaske, & Graefe, 1986; Kuentzel & Heberlein, 
2006; Kuentzel & Heberlein, 2008; Scott & Shafer, 2001). These studies have focused on 
how recreationists progress from one specialization level to another or if they progress at 
all. The original framework was developed with the idea progression from lower levels of 
specialization to higher levels was the main trajectory. However this has not always been 
found to be the case or even the path taken a majority of the time (Scott & Shafer, 2001). 
 A large body of recreation specialization research focuses on one or more of the 
three components central to the specialization framework that have continued to be 
refined since Bryan established the theory. Manning (2011) stated, “The concept of 
recreation specialization broadens experience to include cognitive, behavioral, and 
psychological components” (p. 242). Other authors have also written broadly on these 
three components (Scott, Ditton, Stoll, & Eubanks, 2005; Scott & Shafer, 2001). The 
cognitive component has largely used activity skill level and knowledge to measure 
specialization (Donnelly et al., 1986; Miller & Graefe, 2000; Scott & Thigpen, 2003). 
Frequency of participation in an activity is often used to measure the behavioral 
component of specialization (Ditton et al., 1992; Scott & Thigpen, 2003). Lastly, the 
psychological component has been measured by attempting to determine the meaning of 
an activity to the participant and the centrality of the activity in their lifestyle (Kuentzel 
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& McDonald, 1992; McIntyre, 1989; Miller & Graefe, 2000; Wellman, Roggenbuck, & 
Smith, 1982). 
 
Recreation Specialization’s Application to 
Heritage Tourism 
 Relatively little research has focused on recreation specialization theory in the 
context of heritage tourism. As noted earlier, Kerstetter et al. (2001) were the first and 
last to publish an article specifically examining specialization levels of visitors to heritage 
area sites. Moreover, their study was unique due to the character of the heritage sites 
used. The sites where visitor data was collected in their study have been classified as 
industrial heritage sites, which are a subset of the larger body of heritage tourism sites. 
Also noted above were two studies (Kerstetter et al., 1998; Prentice et al., 1998) which 
focused on the discovery of distinct groups of heritage tourists. These studies were 
similar to the early leisure social worlds research upon which the foundation of the 
recreation specialization framework was built. Similarly, the study by Kerstetter et al. 
(2001) built from a foundation laid by the heritage tourism social worlds studies. 
 The Kerstetter et al. (2001) research examined three components of specialization 
amongst heritage tourism visitors. The components included: past experience, 
involvement/knowledge, and investment. These components were measured using a 
series of survey questions that asked respondents about their previous heritage tourism 
trips, general knowledge of the heritage presented at the sites they visited, and monetary 
investments in their heritage tourism activities. The three components are not unlike the 
three major components (cognitive, behavioral, and psychological) studied in the larger 
body of recreation specialization research. In the study’s conclusion the authors stated, 
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“…this study support[s] the notion that there are “specialists” within the heritage tourism 
market and that they can be organized sequentially along a continuum” (p. 270). Much 
like Bryan’s (1977) assertion of management value in specialization studies, Kerstetter et 
al. highlighted the potential for managers to apply the specialization research findings at 
heritage sites. The authors wrote, “Knowing that there are segments or discrete groups of 
heritage tourists is useful in program development and marketing…targeted to the needs 
of each group…” (p. 271). 
 
Recreation Specialization Literature 
Summary 
 Recreation specialization has grown from the theoretical foundation built by 
Bryan in 1977. Bryan’s theory was connected to earlier work that grazed the surface of 
specialization research within the study of leisure social worlds. Since the theory was set 
in motion, a host of studies have established and refined the concept of recreation 
specialization. Only recently has the theory been applied in the context of heritage 
tourism through the work of Kerstetter et al. (2001), which successfully applied the 
theory to a subset of heritage tourism known as industrial heritage tourism. Additionally, 
the potential for specialization studies to inform management decisions that increase the 
quality of visits to heritage sites across the broad spectrum of visitor specialization levels 
has been highlighted. More studies are needed across the breadth of heritage tourism 
activities before recreation specialization findings can be generalized to this special 
subset of tourism. 
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Importance-Performance Analysis 
The Emergence of Importance- 
Performance Analysis 
 Importance-Performance Analysis (IPA) emerged at a time when the study of 
customer satisfaction was rising in the field of marketing (Guadagnolo, 1985; Myers & 
Alpert, 1968; Swan & Combs, 1976). With intense competition between firms, each 
business was looking for a way to increase their market share by attracting more 
customers. Developed by Martilla and James (1977), IPA provided a simple way to 
combine and graphically represent customer ratings of attribute importance and 
performance (i.e., satisfaction), and highlight areas for prioritization of service 
improvements. Since Martilla and James (1977) applied IPA to a car dealership over 35 
years ago, other researchers have gone on to apply IPA in a multitude of areas including: 
healthcare (Abalo, Varela, & Manzano, 2007; Hawes & Rao, 1985), education (O'Neill & 
Palmer, 2004), banking (Matzler, Sauerwein, & Heischmidt, 2003), outdoor recreation 
(Bruyere, Rodriguez, & Vaske, 2002; Farnum & Hall, 2007; Tarrant & Smith, 2002; 
Wade & Eagles, 2003), tourism (Chu & Choi, 2000; Deng, 2007; Hudson & Shephard, 
1998; Tonge & Moore, 2007), and service quality (Burns, Graefe, & Absher, 2003; Van 
Ryzin & Immerwahr, 2007). 
 
Benefits of Importance-Performance 
Analysis 
Vaske, Beaman, Stanley, and Grenier (1996) noted, “The growth in popularity of 
[importance-performance] can be attributed to the increasing emphasis agencies place on 
service delivery and the need to become more responsive to the demands of different 
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publics” (p. 226). While IPA has well noted drawbacks, to be discussed later, its 
widespread application is due to three main factors: (a) IPA outputs are relatively easy for 
management personnel to understand; (b) IPA studies are relatively inexpensive to 
conduct; and (c) IPA can be low tech and it generates data that is easy to compile (Oh, 
2001). Any one of these factors would make IPA an attractive option in the realm of 
applied science, but the combination of all three has made IPA almost irresistible over the 
last few decades. Today, almost every visitor survey in the fields of recreation and 
tourism asks some form of importance-performance questions. The real value lies in the 
relative ease IPA can be conducted, generate prescriptions to pass on to management 
personnel, and be conducted again to measure improvements (Bacon, 2003). 
 
Steps in Performing an Importance- 
Performance Analysis 
At the origin of any IPA is the development and administration of a visitor/patron 
survey. IPA surveys can be stand alone instruments or can be incorporated relatively 
easily into a larger study. During the survey development stage the attributes deemed 
most central to the visitor experience are identified in one of three ways: (a) through 
focus group studies, (b) by pilot testing procedures, or (c) from management or 
researcher knowledge of the survey population (Farnum & Hall, 2007; Hudson, Hudson, 
& Miller, 2004). A review of the literature indicates between 20 and 40 attributes are 
usually identified to be included in the survey instrument; however, larger numbers of 
attributes have been used, as evidenced by Hudson and Shephard’s (1998) use of 97 
attributes in a study of alpine skiers. The number and variety of attributes selected vary 
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greatly between studies depending on the goals of the researchers and sponsoring 
organization. 
Importance-performance questions follow a Likert scale format, and most 
commonly use a 5-point or 7-point scale. When completing a survey, respondents are 
first asked to rate the importance of each of the attributes using the chosen point scale 
(e.g., 1 – unimportant, 2 – somewhat unimportant, 3 – neutral, 4 – somewhat important, 5 
– important). The following section then prompts the respondents to rate the performance 
of the same set of attributes using a comparable Likert scale (e.g., 1 – dissatisfied, 2 – 
somewhat dissatisfied, 3 – neutral, 4 – somewhat satisfied, 5 – satisfied). Additionally, a 
“not applicable” choice is usually added to the possible responses for the performance 
ratings to insure the results are not biased by forcing respondents to rate attributes they 
did not experience. The next steps in the general IPA process include amassing the 
answers of survey respondents and then plotting them on an importance-performance 
matrix (Crompton & Duray, 1985; Hendricks, Schneider, & Budruk, 2004). 
 
The Importance-Performance Matrix 
The results of IPA studies are graphically represented when two elements of 
attributes (i.e., importance and performance) are combined in a two-dimensional grid 
(Figure 3). The vertical axis of the grid contains measures of importance and the 
horizontal axis displays measures of performance, both ranging from low to high. The 
resulting grid contains four quadrants with different management implications for the 
attributes that fall within their bounds (Hudson et al., 2004). Quadrant I, “keep up the 
good work,” contains items rated with high levels of both importance and performance; 
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Figure 3. Importance-performance analysis matrix. 
 
Quadrant II, “possible overkill,” contains items of low importance but high performance; 
Quadrant III, “low priority,” contains items with low levels of both importance and 
performance; and finally, Quadrant IV, “concentrate here,” contains items rated with high 
importance but low performance (Martilla & James, 1977). 
As might be expected, Quadrants I and IV generally receive the most attention in 
terms of management implications. The first quadrant identifies the attributes of the 
entity most likely to be those that draw in visitors/patrons. Hence, attributes that fall in 
this quadrant comprise the strong suit management should maintain at current levels. In 
contrast, the fourth quadrant identifies the items where the biggest gains can be achieved, 
and management should target attributes falling within this quadrant as areas for 
improvement (Farnum & Hall, 2007; Enright & Newton, 2004). 
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Further Development of the Matrix 
While the basic format of the two-dimensional grid is simple, it has been altered 
in multiple ways by a cadre of researchers over the past few decades. The most common 
adjustment, placement of the cross axis, was noted by Martilla and James (1977). Their 
seminal study suggested centering the axis on the middle value of the Likert scale; three 
for a 5-point scale, four for a 7-point scale, and so on. This approach allows researchers 
and managers to pinpoint only those attributes scoring lower than the neutral category on 
both importance and performance. Likewise, the axis can be moved up or down the scale 
to allow for more or less stringent benchmarks when placing the data into quadrants. 
Shifting the axis along the scale is useful when ratings are skewed toward the upper end 
of the scale (Martilla & James, 1977), as is often the case. Studies that take this approach 
to determine axis placement often leave the placement up to the discretion of the 
management agency requesting the study (Bruyere et al., 2002; Wade & Eagles, 2003). 
Another approach to determining placement of the axis has been used in an 
attempt to spread the results over more of the quadrants. Studies utilizing this approach 
(Farnum & Hall, 2007; Hendricks et al., 2004; Van Ryzin & Immerwahr, 2007) take the 
mean scores of all the attributes in a category and calculate a grand mean for both 
importance and performance. The grand mean becomes the basis for placement of the 
axis in this data centered approach; this also allows for variability between placement of 
the importance axis and performance axis. Lastly, a diagonal line approach has been 
developed and shown to perform better than the scale centered and data centered 
approaches for studies in which the respondents were asked to order the attributes by 
importance in addition to rating them on a Likert scale (Bacon, 2003). 
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Once placement of the axis is established it must be decided if mean or median 
scores are going to be used in the analysis of importance and performance. A search of 
the literature shows mean scores are commonly used (Guadagnolo, 1985; Hollenhorst, 
Olson, & Fortney, 1992; Joppe, Martin, & Waalen, 2001; Oh, 2001; Uysal, Howard, & 
Jamrozy, 1991). However, the original study (Martilla & James, 1977) and subsequent 
studies (Hendricks et al., 2004) have stated the median may be a more preferable measure 
of central tendency for Likert scale responses. Martilla and James (1977) explained this 
in the following: 
Median values as a measure of central tendency are theoretically 
preferable to means because a true interval scale may not exist. 
However…if the two consistently appear reasonably close, use the means 
to avoid discarding the additional information they contain. (p. 79) 
 
 
Drawbacks of Importance-Performance 
Analysis 
Many recent studies have questioned the robustness of IPA because it does not 
use in-depth statistical processes beyond the descriptive level. Studies have incorporated 
correlation coefficients (Deng, 2007; Lowenstein, 1995), regression analysis (Matzler, 
Bailom, Hinterhuber, Renzl, & Pichler, 2004; Van Ryzin & Immerwahr, 2007), back 
propagation neural networks (Deng, Chen, & Pei, 2008), confidence intervals (Farnum & 
Hall, 2007; Tarrant & Smith, 2002; Wu & Shieh, 2009), and means difference (Burns et 
al., 2003; Tonge & Moore, 2007) among other statistical techniques in an effort to 
increase the rigor of IPA. 
Bacon (2003) analyzed studies using simple correlations and regression 
coefficients and compared their statistical results to the measures of traditional IPA. In 
24 
addition he compared the scale-centered quadrant, data-centered quadrant, and diagonal 
line models across the three statistical approaches. From this analysis Bacon concluded 
direct measures performed better than higher statistical measures, and data-centered (i.e., 
grand means) models were better than scale-centered models. While the simple 
correlations and regression coefficients have not proved to increase IPA validity, other 
statistical and analysis techniques have begun to emerge in the literature. Three of these 
techniques will be reviewed briefly here; these include: segmentation, confidence 
intervals, and means difference. 
 
Importance-Performance Segmentation 
Segmentation has a long history of use in the field of marketing, first appearing in 
a study by Haley (1968). Soon after, segmentation was identified in the field of recreation 
when Shafer (1969) espoused the concept that an “average user” does not exist during his 
analysis of campers in a national forest. The concept is now well established in recreation 
and tourism research and has been applied in many contexts and to subsequent theories 
(e.g., recreation specialization). Likewise, segmentation has recently become an active 
area within the IPA literature. Studies have ranged in scope and have segmented visitors 
by residency (Bruyere et al., 2002; Joppe et al., 2001), customer loyalty (Farnum & Hall, 
2007), active verses passive activity participants (Hendricks et al., 2004), facility 
development preference (Vaske, Kiriakos, Cottrell, & Khuong, 2009), recreation type 
(Vaske et al., 1996), and region visited (Wade & Eagles, 2003). 
Essentially, when applied in the IPA context, segmentation involves using one or 
more well defined differences in the respondent population to split respondents into 
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groups. IPA is then performed on the segmented populations and results are compared to 
discern any differences in results between groups. If attributes from the different 
segments fall into different quadrants of the IPA matrix researchers and managers can 
prescribe actions that will benefit the segment they target as most important. 
When assessing the usefulness of segmentation one must look no further than one 
of the first explicit IPA segmentation studies. In critique of the traditional IPA approach 
Vaske et al. (1996) stated, “For situations involving homogeneous visitors (e.g., similar 
motivations for visiting), this simple, intuitive, approach is one useful strategy for 
evaluating the effectiveness of the service delivery. Problems arise, however, when not 
all users share the same importance attitudes” (p. 226). An example of the utility of IPA 
is expressed when Bruyere et al. (2002) concluded, “Segmentation was found to be a 
necessary component of IPA in order to identify differences between distinct user groups 
that allow for more accurate planning and decision making” (p. 81). The extra dimension 
of segmentation is a simple addition to any study with incongruent user groups and 
provides yet another puzzle piece to distinguish a clearer direction for management 
actions.  
 
Importance-Performance Confidence 
Intervals 
The statistical measure known as a confidence interval is relatively young in 
terms of statistical measures. First derived during the 1930s by Jerzy Neyman, confidence 
intervals are widely applied today. A succinct definition and explanation of confidence 
intervals is given by Warner (2013): 
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[Confidence intervals represent] a range of values above and below 
a sample statistic that is used as an interval estimate of a corresponding 
population parameter. Given a specific confidence level (such as 
95%)…when the process is repeated across hundreds of samples drawn 
randomly from the same population, 95% of the confidence 
intervals…should contain the value that corresponds to the true population 
parameter. (p. 1076) 
 
Traditionally, IPA has not incorporated confidence intervals when plotting 
individual attributes on the matrix. Martilla and James (1977) did not address them; they 
simply plotted the aggregate means as point representations on the matrix. While some 
studies (Deng, 2007; Matzler et al., 2003) have listed standard deviation data in table 
format, few have fully incorporated measures of confidence into their matrix. 
An extensive search of the IPA literature yielded three articles directly focused on 
confidence interval measures. The first, authored by Tarrant and Smith (2002), calculated 
the standard error of each attribute and graphically represented the confidence interval of 
each attribute with crosspoints around the point values on the importance-performance 
matrix. This approach makes it possible to pinpoint those attributes with values falling 
near the axes which, by virtue of standard error, have a probable chance of being 
misplaced. It was the conclusion of the authors that, “The modified [importance-
performance] model is clearly a more conservative approach since, with the addition of 
crosspoints, it becomes more selective about which attributes to apply to the marketing 
objectives” (p. 76). An article by Farnum and Hall (2007) applied this same method with 
similar conclusions and prescriptions for its use in future studies. Most recently, a study 
by Wu and Shieh (2009) developed a series of mathematical formulas for application in 
setting up an aggregate confidence interval around both axes. However, the aggregate 
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nature of this technique makes it less individualized for each attribute. Thus, the finer 
details of the study will not be discussed here. 
 
Importance-Performance Means 
Difference 
Means difference has been used as an additional measure of importance-
performance in some studies. The concept is relatively simple and consists of measuring 
the mean performance rating of an attribute against the mean importance rating. 
Mathematically, this is accomplished by subtracting the mean importance score of an 
attribute from the mean performance score. The resulting value will have either a 
negative or positive value. The farther from zero a negative value falls, the poorer the 
associated attribute rated on the performance question than on the importance question. 
Likewise, the farther from zero a positive value falls, the better the associated attribute 
rated on the performance question than on the importance question (Tonge & Moore, 
2007). 
Bacon (2003) highlighted the major shortfall of means difference analysis when 
he explained, “Importance and performance are clearly different constructs, and are 
generally measured on different scales. Thus, the mathematical difference between 
importance and performance measurements does not have a well-defined meaning but 
instead reflects a 'rule of thumb'” (p. 59). This limitation has also been noted by other 
authors (Burns et al., 2003; Tonge & Moore, 2007). 
The value of means difference is in its additional comparison of importance-
performance not addressed by traditional IPA. Tonge and Moore (2007) explained that 
attributes with positive means difference values (i.e., higher performance than 
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importance) require no allocation of additional management resources. Conversely, 
attributes with lower mean performance than mean importance indicate areas for 
improvement and justify allocation of additional management resources. Analysis of 
means difference was also concluded to provide valuable information for managers by 
Hudson et al. (1998) regardless of methodological issues. Burns et al. (2003) advised 
researchers to use the analysis in concert with other IPA techniques because means 
difference values alone struggle to provide the complete picture. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
29 
CHAPTER III 
METHODS 
Survey Methodology 
 The three research objectives this study attempts to fulfill straddle the line 
between theoretical and applied research. Analysis of the data generated by this study 
provides observed measurements that can be applied to help guide future management 
objectives in the BRHA. The following analyses also contribute to the existing theories of 
recreation specialization and importance-performance. 
 
Methodological Justification 
 Intercept surveys have been used across a wide range of studies, especially in 
recreation and tourism research (Kerstetter et al., 2001; Troped, Whitcomb, Hutto, Reed, 
& Hooker, 2009). They are most often used in order to reach a sample population not 
possible to infer without direct contact of respondents at the time of participation in an 
activity. Intercept surveys can be designed as standalone items or can be combined with 
mail or other forms of surveys. Time is the biggest limitation to an intercept survey due 
to a general lack of respondent interest to complete an extended length survey at time of 
contact (Neuman, 2010). This constraint on survey length forces the survey designer to 
be concise and selective of what to include. While this can be a roadblock to the depth of 
information gathered during the intercept survey, the addition of a mail survey helps to 
ease this constraint. 
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 Mail surveys have been cited as a suitable approach for studies that aim to collect 
data centered on self reported behaviors and characteristics. This form of survey was 
utilized for its noted advantages of allowing respondents to complete the survey at their 
convenience, providing a high level of anonymity, avoiding interviewer bias, and being 
cost effective (Neuman, 2010). In combination with an intercept survey that asks for 
continued participation, potential non-respondents can be screened out of the process, 
helping to reduce cost per survey. 
 
Intercept Survey 
 This study incorporated two types of surveys to collect data from visitors at 
sites/attractions throughout the BRHA. The first survey was a brief twelve question 
intercept survey administered in two ways: (a) researcher trained staff (see Appendix A 
for administration instructions) at participating visitor centers and businesses offered the 
intercept survey to visitors to personally complete at the time of their visit; and (b) field 
survey technicians randomly administered surveys at standalone sites and attractions 
throughout the BRHA. A similar version of the intercept survey was briefly tested using 
the first technique above during the 2011 season and led to the conclusion adding the 
second survey administration technique was necessary to gain a larger sample size. The 
previous survey, though greatly limited in results, served as an initial pilot test of the 
instrument. After the original questions were modified for this study and formatting 
issues were resolved, an additional pilot test was completed at the season opening 
celebration for Chesterfield Townsite. This test yielded useable results and the intercept 
survey was deemed ready to administer on a larger scale. 
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The intercept survey (Appendix B) consisted of questions asked to determine 
respondent familiarity with the area, group size and makeup, primary destination and 
propose of visit, length of trip, past visits to heritage sites, time spent gathering 
information for the trip, and demographic information. Additionally, at the end of the 
survey, respondents were asked if they would be willing to participate in a more detailed 
mail survey. 
 
Mail Survey 
The mail survey consisted of 25 main questions broken down into six categories 
including: visitor experience, lodging, importance-satisfaction, expenditures, heritage 
tourism, and demographics (Appendix C). The majority of the questions were 
quantitatively based with a few open-ended questions to validate or further explain 
previous answers. Additionally, respondents were given the opportunity to provide 
comments on the highlight of their trip and any other comments they may have wanted to 
share. 
The mail survey was only sent to respondents of the intercept survey who 
indicated they would be willing to complete it and provided their mailing address in order 
to receive the survey. Mailing protocol followed a modified version of Dillman’s (2007) 
tailored design method to increase survey response rate. The method included mailing a 
survey packet (survey instrument, complimentary BRHA brochure, and return postage) 
approximately one month after the respondents had been contacted and completed an 
intercept survey. Those who did not return the survey within two weeks received a 
reminder postcard explaining the importance of the survey and the value of their response 
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(Appendix D). After another two weeks a second survey packet was mailed to all of the 
non-respondents. If a response was still not received after mailing of the second packet, 
attempts at correspondence were terminated and the potential respondent was marked as a 
non-response. 
 
Sampling Method 
 The survey sample was collected between May 28th, 2012, and October 30th, 
2012. Sites from each region of the BRHA were selected at which to conduct surveys, 
some of which administered the surveys via their own personnel and others which 
required researchers to survey visitors. The sites selected were chosen for one or a 
combination of the following reasons: location of site, high visitation, type of tourism 
activity offered, or lack of surveying restrictions. Some of the sites within the BRHA 
(e.g., Golden Spike NHS) were not available as survey locations due to site regulations 
put in place by the managing agency that prevent contact of visitors. Other sites were not 
selected due to low visitation or distance from the survey base in Logan, Utah. Overall, 
12 sites were selected to self administer the intercept survey throughout the study, and 19 
sites were selected for researchers to gather surveys from. 
Of the 19 sites researchers visited, a sampling technique was established to ensure 
weekdays and weekends were included and sites were visited on multiple days of the 
week. This was done by surveying in a pattern that consisted of four days on, one day off, 
four days on, two days off throughout the summer season. Researcher availability limited 
fall surveys to Friday through Monday. Individual sites were visited by convenience 
while ensuring survey dates were spread over the days of the week and study timeframe 
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as best as was feasible. Site limitations of low visitation on certain days of the week and 
various hours of operation were dealt with according to best professional judgment. 
When surveying at the 19 sites, researchers visited the site for approximately six 
hours between late morning and late afternoon for each visit. All visitors to the site, or as 
many as possible, were surveyed during the researcher’s time on site. Research protocol 
directed researchers to approach visitors as they were leaving the site or had downtime 
during their visit. Upon approach, the researchers greeted and notified visitors of the 
purpose of the survey before asking for their participation (Appendix E). Survey 
respondents were then read the survey questions as the researcher filled out the intercept 
survey form; they were given the option to stop the survey at any time and were allowed 
to skip any questions they chose not to answer. On average the intercept survey took 
approximately two to four minutes to answer. When finished, respondents were thanked 
for their participation and notified of when to expect the mail survey if they had chosen to 
provide their address and participate further in the study. A tally of intercept survey 
refusals was also kept for each survey location and will be addressed in the next section. 
 
Non Response Bias 
 Due to time and funding constraints non response bias was not examined in-
depth. However, non response in the intercept survey is perceived to be minimal for the 
sites where researchers administered the surveys. Only 42 refusals (6.5 %) were recorded 
by researchers in the field. Refusal rates at the sites where surveys were not administered 
by the researchers are unknown. Also unknown is the effort put forth by site personnel to 
encourage, or even ask, individuals to participate. Due to the low number of surveys 
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completed at these sites it is suspected little effort went into asking individuals to 
participate, and those who did participate could have been influenced by some bias. 
However, this bias is considered to be minimal due to the small number (n = 81; 11%) of 
surveys collected using this method. Furthermore, bias could have been a factor for those 
willing or unwilling to provide a mailing address for further participation in the study. 
Similar bias could have also been present in the refusal to return a mail survey after 
receiving it. 
 
Measures, Procedures, and Statistical Processes 
Recreation Specialization Measures 
 Measures used in previous research of heritage tourist specialization conducted by 
Kerstetter et al. (2001) were adapted for this study. Kerstetter et al. developed ten 
specialization measures around three major components which included: past experience, 
involvement/knowledge, and investment. The BRHA study incorporated ten similar 
survey questions spread across the intercept and mail surveys. Additionally, respondents 
were asked three open-ended follow-up questions in an effort to provide a way to validate 
their answers to the corresponding specialization measures. 
 
Recreation Specialization Procedures 
 Upon review of the content of the specialization survey questions it was 
determined the data would not be usable for in-depth statistical analyses, aside from 
reporting frequencies. Inconsistencies and possible survey question confusion existed for 
half of the items that were planned to be part of the analysis of specialization levels. 
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Qualitative findings from administration of the intercept survey, though anecdotal, 
proved interesting and receive mention in the results and discussion sections to follow 
along with frequencies from the specialization questions answered consistently for the 
way these were written. 
 
Importance-Performance Measures 
 Importance-performance measures were incorporated into the mail survey 
instrument in an effort to gain an understanding of where visitors rated the BHRA as 
succeeding and where leadership and management might want to focus their efforts on 
improvement. For this study, the term satisfaction was substituted for the term 
performance for the sake of respondent understanding and convention in tourism research 
(Tonge & Moore, 2007). Although the words have different meanings, past recreation 
and tourism studies (Aktas, Aksu, & Cizel, 2007; Burns et al., 2003; Joppe et al., 2001; 
Tonge & Moore, 2007) have also used satisfaction as a measure of performance. 
 Survey respondents rated 22 attributes on performance and satisfaction on five 
point Likert scales. Attributes were chosen through consultation with BRHA leadership, 
review of the tourism literature, and researcher knowledge of the BRHA. The attributes 
(Table 7 and Appendix C) represent a cross section of the tourism opportunities and 
services provided in the BRHA. One section of the survey prompted respondents to rate 
the importance of each attribute using the following scale: 1=Unimportant, 2=Somewhat 
Unimportant, 3=Neutral, 4=Somewhat Important, 5=Important. The next section asked 
for ratings of satisfaction with the same set of attributes using the following scale: 
1=Dissatisfied, 2=Somewhat Dissatisfied, 3=Neutral, 4=Somewhat Satisfied, 5=Satisfied. 
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Questions for overall satisfaction, general satisfaction with attractions and services, and 
general satisfaction with helpfulness of service workers were also included in the survey 
and rated on the same 5-point Likert scale. Those who selected ratings of somewhat 
dissatisfied or dissatisfied were also prompted to explain what they were dissatisfied with 
in an open-ended follow up question. In addition, respondents who traveled on a scenic 
byway or visited a National Historic Trail were also asked to rate their satisfaction with 
these experiences. 
  
Importance-Performance Procedures and 
Statistical Processes 
 Multiple procedures and statistical processes were performed on the importance-
satisfaction ratings generated by this study. Processes ranged from the simple descriptive 
statistics used in traditional IPA to higher forms of statistical analysis (i.e., Analysis of 
variance and confidence intervals). Segmentation of both attributes and respondents adds 
additional depth and utility to the outputs of this data. Lastly, a simple comparison of 
means ratings on importance and satisfaction is made for each of the individual attributes. 
 To begin, the data was checked for reliability to determine if statistical outcomes 
would be dependable. Histograms of the 22 attributes were examined and determined to 
have an acceptable normality of distribution for statistical analysis. Use of the 5 point 
Likert scale ratings also minimized the presence of extreme outliers, and this was 
confirmed by box and whiskers plots of the attributes.  
 The traditional IPA procedure was used to plot the mean scores of the 22 
attributes on the IPA matrix using a scale centered mean for placement of the importance 
and satisfaction axes. Data from all usable responses to the importance and satisfaction 
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questions was used to determine the mean scores for the ratings of each attribute. 
Attribute placement on the IPA matrix was determined by the intersection of ratings of 
importance (y-axis) and satisfaction (x-axis). This same process was then used to 
generate another IPA matrix, this time allowing for the axes to be shifted up the 
importance and satisfaction Likert scale one rating level. 
 The next analysis incorporated two additional processes. The first step consisted 
of splitting the attributes into three predetermined categories: information attributes, 
attraction (site) attributes, and service attributes. Next, the means of the attributes were 
averaged within their respective categories, which provided three grand mean values. The 
attributes were once again plotted by the same process, but this time they were plotted on 
three categorical matrices using the grand mean values to determine placement of the 
axes. 
 Building from the previous analysis, the next used 95% confidence intervals when 
examining the individual attributes for both mean importance and mean satisfaction 
ratings. This analysis followed the same method used by Tarrant and Smith (2002). 
Calculations of the standard error allowed for the outer bounds of the confidence 
intervals to be established. When applied to the matrices, the addition of confidence 
intervals allowed attributes with standard errors bars that spanned quadrants to be 
identified. 
 The next analysis also built from the attribute categories breakdown that used 
within category grand means for placement of the axes. It generated six matrices by 
segmenting the respondents into two groups and using the three attribute categories. The 
respondents were split into groups based on the distance they traveled from home to the 
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site where they were initially contacted for participation in the study. Respondents 
traveling less than 120 miles were included in a group consisting of local visitors, and 
those traveling 120 or more miles were included in the group of more distant visitors. The 
120 mile split was chosen because distances less than 120 miles constitute a reasonable 
day trip to the BRHA, and visitors traveling to a site from a home location within the 
BRHA were always included in the local group when using this mileage division. 
 Two final analyses examined the data without using the IPA framework. The first 
was a simple calculation of the mean difference for each attribute. For this calculation the 
mean importance rating was subtracted from the corresponding satisfaction mean. Thus, 
negative values indicate attributes that did not receive performance ratings as high as 
their importance ratings, while positive values show higher performance than importance 
ratings. This approach allows for individual analysis of attributes removed from their 
relation to the scores of other attributes. However, ratings of importance and satisfaction, 
although rated using the same scale, should not necessarily be interpreted as analogous. 
 Finally, a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed as a test of the 
difference between the importance means and satisfaction means. This test was 
performed in order to determine whether the null hypothesis could be rejected because of 
statistically significant differences between the means of the independent variable group 
(i.e., importance) and the dependent variable group (i.e., satisfaction) of each attribute. 
To begin, a Levene test was performed to assess the homogeneity of variance of each 
attribute. Then, F values were calculated and used to determine statistical significance 
between the mean groups. The F value was obtained by dividing the variability due to 
between-group differences by the variability due to within-group differences. 
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Significance at the p < .05, p < .01, and p < .001 levels was tested and noted for each 
attribute. F values closer to 1.0 indicate less or no statistical significance, while the 
higher values reached beyond the p < .001 level of significance. As a measure of 
statistical significance ANOVA does not determine causality of the variance. Instead it 
determines there is only a slight probability the variability of means occurs by chance 
alone, and the null hypothesis can be rejected. 
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CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
Descriptive Results 
 Results of this study were drawn from a sample of 728 BRHA visitors at one of 
25 intercept survey locations (Table 1) between May 28th and October 30th, 2012. When 
accounting for group size the intercept survey represented a total of 4,500 individuals. Of 
the 728 intercept survey respondents, a sample of 305 (42%) was obtained for a mail 
survey, which included individuals who indicated further willingness to participate 
during the intercept survey. Mail surveys were sent to all 305 respondents, and four 
(1.3%) were returned undeliverable. Of the remaining 301 surveys, 187 were returned for 
a mail survey response rate of 62.1%. 
The revised Dillman method yielded 106 returned usable surveys from the initial 
mailing, 35 additional surveys after a reminder postcard had been mailed, and another 46 
surveys after the survey packet had been sent a second time. This constituted 56.7%, 
18.7%, and 24.6%, respectively, for each step of the method. Time and funding 
constraints did not allow for additional mailings or follow up procedures; however, a 
response rate of 62.1% is average for studies of this nature using the Dillman method 
(Dillman, 2007; Ditton et al., 1992; Kerstetter et al., 1998, 2001). 
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Table 1 
Intercept Survey Locations 
Region Location Method of 
contact 
Number of 
respondents 
Percentage 
of sample 
Golden Spike 
Spiral Jetty Researcher 76       10.4 
Brigham City Museum Researcher 13         1.8 
UT I-15 Welcome Center Site Staff   5         0.7 
Cache Valley 
American West Heritage Center Researcher 70         9.6 
Riverside Trail Researcher 38         5.2 
Franklin Relic Hall Site Staff 26         3.6 
Cutler Marsh Researcher 12         1.6 
Cache DUP Museum Researcher   8         1.1 
Bear River Massacre Site Researcher   4         0.5 
Cox Honeyland Site Staff   2         0.3 
Bear Lake 
Country 
Bear Lake Overlook Both 89       12.2 
Limber Pine Trail Researcher 58         8.0 
Minnetonka Cave Researcher 56         7.7 
Laketown Rest Area Researcher 45         6.2 
Oregon-California Trail Center Site Staff 30         4.1 
Paris Museum Site Staff   7         1.0 
Pioneer Trails 
Soda Springs Geyser Researcher 79       10.9 
Welsh Heritage Festival Researcher 41         5.6 
Chesterfield Townsite Researcher 37         5.1 
Hooper Spring Researcher 15         2.1 
Oneida Pioneer Museum Researcher   5         0.7 
Cherry Creek Visitor Center Site Staff   4         0.5 
Sheep Rock Researcher   4         0.5 
Niter Ice Cave Researcher   2         0.3 
Last Chance Canal Researcher   2         0.3 
 
 
Baseline Data and Demographics 
 Descriptive results from the two surveys provide the first ever summation of 
visitor characteristics and demographics in the BRHA. The intercept survey sample 
represented an equal number of males and females. Respondent age (Table 2) ranged 
from 18 to 88 years with an average age of 49 years. Group size (Table 3) ranged from 
lone individuals to groups of 100 with a median of 3 individuals per group. Table 4 
shows the majority of groups consisted of families or families and friends (81.8%). The 
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Table 2. 
Respondent Age (years)a 
 Age 
Rangeb 18-88 
Mean      49 
Median      50 
aIntercept survey responses 
bAge minimum was set at 18 for participation 
 
 
Table 3. 
Respondent Group Sizea 
 Number of people 
Range 1-100 
Mean        6 
Median        3 
aIntercept survey responses 
 
 
Table 4. 
Respondent Group Typea 
Group type Number of respondents Percentage of respondents 
Family 542   74.5 
Family & Friends   53     7.3 
Self   50     6.9 
Friends   46     6.2 
Tour Group   37     5.1 
Total 728 100.0 
aIntercept survey responses 
 
 
following detailed demographics from the mail survey keep with past heritage tourism 
research findings (Kerstetter et al., 2001). When compared to the general population, the 
sample was highly educated (Table 5) with 33.9% of respondents possessing a bachelor’s 
degree and an additional 34.9% possessing a graduate or professional degree. The annual 
household income of respondents (Table 6) was similar to the results  
43 
Table 5. 
Respondent Education Levela 
Education Level Number of respondents Percentage of respondents 
Graduate or Professional Degree   65   34.9 
Bachelor’s Degree   63   33.9 
Technical or Vocational Degree   26   14.0 
Some College/No Degree   29   15.6 
High School Diploma     2     1.1 
Have not finished High School     1     0.5 
Total 186 100.0 
aMail survey responses 
 
 
Table 6. 
Respondent Annual Household Incomea 
Income Category (US Dollars) Number of respondents Percentage of respondents 
$150,000 or over   11     6.0 
$100,000 - $149,999   29   15.9 
$75,000 - $99,999   29   15.9 
$50,000 - $74,999   43   23.6 
$25,000 - $49-999   34   18.7 
Under $25,000     8     4.4 
Chose not to answer   28   15.3 
Total 182 100.0 
aMail survey responses 
 
of the Kerstetter et al. study with 61.4% who had annual household incomes over 
$50,000. Lastly, while the survey represented individuals from across the country (Figure 
4) it did not represent a diversity of racial or ethnic groups. Caucasians made up 95.7% of 
the sample and all other group divisions constituted less than or equal to 1.6%. 
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Figure 4. Intercept survey respondent’s state of origin. 
Recreation Specialization Results 
 Efforts to measure specialization and apply Bryan’s (1977) continuum to the 
BRHA study sample were largely unsuccessful. Multiple reasons may underlie the lack 
of success in gathering the data necessary to obtain a reliable measure of respondents’ 
specialization levels. The following presents descriptive statistics from the questions 
employed in an attempt to measure heritage tourism specialization in the two surveys. 
Next, the following section recounts some of the qualitative findings gained during the 
-Shaded states (including District of Columbia) 
indicate representation by one or more survey 
respondents. 
-Percentages indicate share of visitors from the 
states with largest representation. 
-13 foreign countries (5.8% of respondents) 
were also represented in the intercept survey. 
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administration of the intercept survey. Lastly, possible reasons for the failings of this 
approach in the context of this case study are explored. 
 The intercept survey began with an inquiry of whether the respondent was 
familiar with the term Bear River Heritage Area. Of the 728 respondents to this question, 
602 (82.7%) indicated they were not familiar with the term. Additionally, 44% of those 
who were familiar with the term gained their knowledge from living within the area or 
hearing about it from family and friends. Thus, familiarity with the term did not likely 
translate to a discernible level of specialization. 
 The intercept survey also asked how many heritage sites respondents had visited 
during the previous twelve months. Overall, 71.8% indicated visiting at least one heritage 
site during the past year. Those respondents were then asked how many trips they had 
made specifically to visit heritage sites in the past year; a breakdown of these results 
follows (Table 7). Of note are the sizable percentages of respondents represented by each 
of the response categories, which would suggest potential divisions in specialization level 
based on the past experience component used in the Kerstetter et al. (2001) study. 
Additionally, a more specific total for number of heritage site visits was requested in the 
mail survey and yielded a similar spread of results. 
  
Table 7 
Number of Visits Made Specifically to Heritage Sites (past 12 months) a 
Number of trips Number of respondents Percentage of respondents 
None 209   28.7 
1-2 284   39.0 
3-4 113   15.5 
5 or more 122   16.8 
Total 728 100.0 
aIntercept survey responses 
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 The intercept survey also attempted to help distinguish between levels of 
specialization by asking if respondents had spent any time researching heritage sites prior 
to their trip. Extensive research prior to a trip would likely indicate higher specialization 
within the involvement/knowledge component. Using this metric would tend to indicate a 
large percentage of individuals falling toward the bottom of the specialization continuum 
and very few at the higher end. Results for this question follow (Table 8) and qualitative 
field notes indicate those individuals falling in the three to four and five or more 
categories did exhibit signs of higher specialization. Illustrative examples of this include 
three separate couples and an individual who were visiting sites along the entire length of 
the Oregon Trail, a couple visiting all of the state capitols and historic sites along the 
way, and several groups traveling to areas settled by their ancestors to learn more about 
them and the sites where they lived. Each of these respondents was highly knowledgeable 
about aspects of the heritage of the BRHA and invested considerable time in researching 
their interests. 
 
Table 8 
Number of Hours Spent Researching Information Prior to Visita 
 
Number of hours Number of respondents Percentage of respondents 
None 483   66.3 
<1 158   21.7 
1-2   54     7.4 
3-4   14     1.9 
5 or more   19     2.6 
Total 728 100.0 
aIntercept survey responses 
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 The first specialization question on the mail survey asked respondents if they had 
visited any other state or nationally designated heritage areas in the past twelve months. 
A neutral response option, Don’t Know, was provided to decrease the number of 
responses that were guesses. Furthermore, an open-ended follow-up question prompted 
those indicating they had visited a designated area to specify which area. Results from 
this question were deemed unreliable for two reasons. First, 69 respondents (39%) 
selected the neutral category indicating they did not know. Secondly, 91 respondents 
(51.4%) indicated they had visited another designated heritage area. A brief review of the 
follow-up question requesting the name of the other areas visited showed a large majority 
of respondents had not actually indicated another designated heritage area. Instead, many 
of the respondents confused designated heritage areas with individual sites and national 
parks and monuments that could be only loosely considered heritage based. This 
highlights an uncertainty the general public has with heritage area nomenclature and is a 
major obstacle for this and future heritage tourism research. Uncertainty of heritage terms 
expressed by individuals during a large portion of intercept survey contacts further 
validates this assertion. 
 The mail survey also asked individuals to self rate their previous knowledge of 
the BRHA sites they visited. Contrary to the general lack of knowledge of heritage area 
nomenclature, 124 respondents (64.8%) indicated they had some previous knowledge of 
the time period, events, or features represented at the sites they visited. Furthermore, 
44.5% indicated a somewhat high or high level of previous knowledge. A breakdown of 
the results from this question follows (Table 9). 
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Table 9 
Respondent Self Ratings of Previous Knowledge of Sites Visiteda 
Level of knowledge Number of respondents Percentage of respondents 
None   61   35.3 
Low     2     1.2 
Somewhat Low     8     4.6 
Neither High nor Low   25   14.5 
Somewhat High   56   32.4 
High   21   12.1 
Total 173 100.0 
aMail survey responses 
 
 
 Results from two final specialization questions contribute little more to the 
specialization results. When asked if they belonged to any organizations associated with 
the sites they visited, 41 individuals (22.2%) indicated yes. The majority of these 
individuals further indicated their affiliation was through the Church of Latter-day Saints, 
which may not be a strong predictor of heritage tourism specialization due to the very 
high percentage of members of the Church of Latter-day Saints in the study area. 
Respondents were also asked if they subscribed to any heritage related magazines with 
six (3.3%) indicating they did. This question may no longer be relevant as a 
specialization index question as magazine subscribership is decreasing and possibly too 
low to register any meaningful results, even among potential respondents with high levels 
of specialization. 
 Finally, as briefly discussed above, qualitative findings from the intercept survey 
process did indicate individuals with high levels of heritage tourism specialization. This 
information was gleaned from conversations with the individuals, sometimes lengthy, 
after the formal survey had been administered. Qualitative findings were not directly 
linked to the specific surveys and exact percentages of highly specialized visitors are not 
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possible to determine. However, during informal conversations, a handful of visitors 
indicated extensive knowledge of heritage sites and noted they had visited many different 
heritage areas. In support of previous heritage tourism research, these visitors also 
indicated they tended to take long and frequent trips to specific groups or types of 
heritage sites (i.e., traveling the entire Oregon Trail). They also tended to be at or near 
retirement age and most traveled as a couple. Although this technique setting level of 
specialist was encountered during the study they consisted of a small minority, perhaps 
around three to five percent of the survey respondents, and a wide gulf was qualitatively 
noted between them and the specialization level of the majority of respondents. 
 
Importance-Performance Results 
 A series of general satisfaction questions were included on the first two pages of 
the mail survey. When rating general satisfaction, some areas of dissatisfaction may be 
counterbalanced by higher satisfaction in other areas and results should be interpreted 
accordingly. Nonetheless, general satisfaction ratings are useful when examining 
satisfaction of the overall tourist experience and are presented here. All satisfaction 
questions use the five-point Likert scale where 1=Dissatisfied, 2=Somewhat Dissatisfied, 
3=Neutral, 4=Somewhat Satisfied, 5=Satisfied. 
 The first measure of satisfaction asked respondents to rate their general 
satisfaction with their visit to the BRHA. Results from this question indicate a high 
overall satisfaction with a mean rating of 4.79 and a median rating of 5.0. Results also 
show only six respondents (3.2%) who indicated a level of satisfaction at or below a 
neutral rating. 
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 The next two measures asked respondents how satisfied or dissatisfied they were 
in general with first, the quality of attractions and associated services provided and 
second, the friendliness and helpfulness of service workers in the BRHA. Satisfaction 
ratings for both of these questions were also very high with means of 4.66 and 4.68, 
respectively. Once again few respondents rated satisfaction at or below a neutral level 
with totals of eight (4.5%) and 17 (9.4%), respectively. 
 The last of the general satisfaction questions asked those who indicated they had 
driven a scenic byway or visited a National Historic Trail for their ratings of satisfaction 
with their experience. The mean rating for scenic byways was 4.81 and the mean rating 
for National Historic Trails was 4.64. Once again only a handful of respondents rated 
their satisfaction below the somewhat satisfied level and none rated satisfaction below the 
neutral level. 
 These results are consistent with the larger body of literature on recreation and 
tourism satisfaction (Manning, 2011). High levels of satisfaction should not come as a 
surprise when individuals have agency to choose their own recreation activities. 
Additionally, studies have shown respondents tend to remember the highlights of past 
trips and respond accordingly to satisfaction questions during follow-up surveys 
(Manning, 2011). 
Results for the 22 attribute importance and satisfaction questions will be 
presented in the following using multiple analysis techniques developed since Martilla 
and James (1977) first established the IPA matrix. All IPA figures can be interpreted 
using the attribute key (Table 10). Also of note in the attribute key is the division of 
attributes into groups to be utilized in some of the later IPA figures. 
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Table 10 
 
Importance-Satisfaction Attribute Key 
Attribute and Category Attribute Label 
Information Attributes  
Brochures A 
Maps B 
Educational displays C 
Information available about attractions D 
Information available about events E 
History of BRHA F 
Directional road signs G 
Attraction Attributes  
Pioneer historic sites H 
Native American historic sites I 
Agricultural (farm/ranch) sites J 
Scenic byways K 
Wildlife L 
Natural scenery/landscape M 
Service Attributes  
Restaurants N 
Lodging (hotels/motels/bed & breakfast) O 
Campgrounds P 
Grocery and convenience stores Q 
Sporting goods/outdoor equipment stores R 
Souvenir stores/gift shops S 
Guide and outfitting services T 
Transportation (shuttle/taxi services) U 
Gas/service stations V 
 
 
Tables 11 and 12 contain the breakdown of importance and satisfaction results for 
each attribute. Included in the tables are the percentages of respondents who provided 
each rating value as well as descriptive statistics used in the IPA matrices to follow. All 
IPA matrices are divided by axes into the four quadrants used in the seminal IPA study. 
Quadrant I is titled “keep up the good work;” Quadrant II is “possible overkill;” Quadrant 
III is “low priority;” and Quadrant IV is “concentrate here.” 
An interesting finding in the importance ratings (Table 11) was the breakdown of 
grand mean importance ratings by attribute category. While the grand mean of items 
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Table 11 
 
Attribute Importance Likert Scale Rating Percentages of Respondents 
Attribute Importancea 5 4 3 2 1 M SD SE n 
Information Attributes          
Brochures 31.8 36.3 20.1   3.9   7.8 3.80 1.16 .087 179 
Maps 51.7 29.4 11.1   2.8   5.0 4.20 1.08 .080 180 
Educational displays 39.3 39.3 16.3   1.7   3.4 4.10 0.96 .072 178 
Information about attractions 41.9 41.3 15.1   0.0   1.7 4.22 0.82 .061 179 
Information about events 25.3 38.8 26.4   5.1   4.5 3.75 1.03 .077 178 
History of BRHA 37.2 32.8 23.3   3.9   2.8 3.98 1.01 .075 180 
Directional road signs 63.1 26.8   8.9   0.0   1.1 4.51 0.75 .056 179 
Grand Mean      4.08    
Attraction Attributes          
Pioneer historic sites 46.1 28.7 21.3   2.2   1.7 4.15 0.95 .071 178 
Native American historic sites 40.4 28.7 24.2   2.8   3.9 3.99 1.06 .079 178 
Agricultural (farm/ranch) sites 15.3 26.1 37.5 11.4   9.7 3.26 1.15 .086 181 
Scenic byways 34.9 37.1 21.7   3.4   2.9 3.98 0.98 .074 180 
Wildlife 47.0 36.5 11.6   2.2   2.8 4.23 0.94 .070 176 
Natural scenery/landscape 65.0 25.6   6.7   0.6   2.2 4.51 0.83 .062 175 
Grand Mean      4.02    
Service Attributes          
Restaurants 21.1 34.4 27.8   6.7 10.0 3.50 1.19 .089 180 
Lodging (hotels/motels/B&B) 11.6 23.8 33.7   9.4 21.5 2.94 1.29 .096 181 
Campgrounds 20.7 22.9 24.0   7.3 25.1 3.07 1.46 .109 179 
Grocery/convenience stores 21.1 31.7 27.8   8.3 11.1 3.43 1.23 .092 180 
Sporting goods/equipment stores   5.6 12.9 35.4 18.0 28.1 2.50 1.19 .089 178 
Souvenir stores/gift shops   6.7 19.7 36.5 15.7 21.3 2.75 1.19 .089 178 
Guide and outfitting services   4.5   9.5 33.0 18.4 34.6 2.31 1.17 .088 179 
Transportation (shuttle/taxi)   2.8   5.1 29.5 17.6 44.9 2.03 1.10 .083 176 
Gas/service stations 30.6 36.1 21.7   2.8   8.9 3.77 1.18 .088 180 
Grand Mean      2.92    
Overall Grand Mean      3.59    
aScores based on a 5-point Likert scale (1=Unimportant, 2=Somewhat Unimportant, 3=Neutral, 
4=Somewhat Important, 5=Important). 
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Table 12 
 
Attribute Satisfaction Likert Scale Rating Percentages of Respondents 
Attribute Satisfactiona 5 4 3 2 1 M SD SE n 
Information Attributes          
Brochures 64.0 25.0   8.8 0.0 2.2 4.49 0.83 .072 136 
Maps 62.3 28.1   6.2 1.4 2.1 4.47 0.84 .070 146 
Educational displays 58.3 30.5   9.3 0.7 1.3 4.44 0.80 .065 151 
Information about attractions 46.2 32.4 17.2 1.4 2.8 4.18 0.96 .079 145 
Information about events 40.8 25.0 31.7 0.8 1.7 4.30 0.96 .087 120 
History of BRHA 48.9 28.9 16.3 4.4 1.5 4.19 0.97 .083 135 
Directional road signs 50.0 33.7 10.8 4.8 0.6 4.28 0.89 .069 166 
Grand Mean      4.34    
Attraction Attributes          
Pioneer historic sites 58.6 24.1 15.8 0.8 0.8 4.39 0.83 .072 133 
Native American historic sites 39.8 19.4 32.0 6.8 1.9 3.88 1.08 .106 103 
Agricultural (farm/ranch) sites 38.3 17.0 41.5 2.1 1.1 3.89 0.99 .102 141 
Scenic byways 59.4 27.3 11.7 0.8 0.8 4.44 0.79 .070 165 
Wildlife 47.5 31.2 17.0 3.5 0.7 4.21 0.90 .076   94 
Natural scenery/landscape 72.7 23.0   2.4 0.0 1.8 4.67 0.62 .048 128 
Grand Mean      4.25    
Service Attributes          
Restaurants 32.5 25.6 32.5 6.0 3.4 3.78 1.08 .099 117 
Lodging (hotels/motels/B&B) 25.3 21.5 48.1 2.5 2.5 3.65 0.98 .110   79 
Campgrounds 34.9 20.5 36.1 6.0 2.4 3.80 1.07 .117   83 
Grocery/convenience stores 37.9 25.9 27.6 6.0 2.6 3.91 1.06 .099 116 
Sporting goods/equipment stores 17.9 17.9 58.9 3.6 1.8 3.46 0.89 .119   56 
Souvenir stores/gift shops 34.7 24.2 34.7 5.3 1.1 3.86 1.00 .102   95 
Guide and outfitting services 21.4 14.3 60.7 0.0 3.6 3.50 0.95 .127   56 
Transportation (shuttle/taxi) 10.0 20.0 62.0 4.0 4.0 3.28 0.86 .121   50 
Gas/service stations 45.5 30.3 19.7 1.5 3.0 4.14 0.99 .086 132 
Grand Mean      3.71    
Overall Grand Mean      4.06    
aScores based on a 5 point Likert scale (1=Dissatisfied, 2=Somewhat Dissatisfied, 3=Neutral, 
4=Somewhat Satisfied, 5=Satisfied). 
 
grouped as information and attraction (i.e., site) attributes where rated above the 
somewhat important threshold, the items grouped as service attributes were rated below 
the neutral importance level. This result could be due to the relatively small number of 
respondents who used some of the services during their visit. This finding also has 
implications for the placement of attributes within the quadrants in the following 
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analyses. In terms of satisfaction (Table 12) the grand mean of each category grouped 
closer together. Satisfaction for individual attributes tended to be relatively high as would 
be expected from the high ratings of overall satisfaction noted earlier. 
The following analyses tend to progress from basic to more complex as advances 
in IPA are examined and in some cases combined. Of particular interest is the changing 
location of the attributes among the four quadrants. Over the totality of the analyses only 
three out of the 22 attributes fell consistently into a singular category. These attributes 
included maps, pioneer historic sites, and natural scenery/landscape, all of which were 
securely in Quadrant I. Implications for this will be discussed in the following chapter. 
Results from a traditional IPA are first presented (Figure 5) so comparisons can be made 
with the results of other techniques. Likert scale ratings loaded on ratings of higher 
importance as well as higher satisfaction expose a weakness in the IPA matrix when 
using the traditional scale centered mean. As the location of the attribute ratings show, 
prescriptions for management improvement are hard to decipher when all of the attributes 
fall in Quadrants I or II. Thus, the original IPA matrix has been modified in several ways. 
The most basic alteration to the matrix is to shift the axes of importance and satisfaction 
up the scale so they rest on ratings of somewhat important and somewhat satisfied 
respectively. Shifting the scale allows for a more stringent analysis of the data as the 
attributes are held to a higher standard before these can pass into Quadrant I. This 
technique also tends to spread the ratings across additional quadrants (Figure 6). Going a 
step farther, this study also uses measures of grand means in subsequent analyses to 
determine placement of the axes. Using the grand means adds additional rigor to the 
analyses by allowing the data to determine placement of each axis.  
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Figure 5. Importance-satisfaction matrix with scale centered axes. 
 
 
 
Figure 6. Importance-satisfaction matrix with shifted axes. 
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Quadrant locations can be further altered using grand means scores to determine 
the placement of axes. This approach is a less arbitrary way of achieving the same type of 
alteration of the traditional matrix as the previous equal shift of the axes. It allows for the 
data to determine the grand means upon which the axes are drawn. In this study, the axes 
happen to fall on values of 3.59 and 4.06 for importance and satisfaction, respectively 
(Figure 7). Quadrant adjustments of seven of the 22 attributes are evident when compared 
to the matrix with equally shifted axes falling on the somewhat important and somewhat 
satisfied ratings. This is the first matrix where attributes fall into each of the quadrants 
including Quadrant IV, which indicates possible areas to invest management resources 
for improvement of visitor experience. This analysis indicates Native American historic 
sites and restaurants may deserve added attention from BRHA leadership. 
 Another analysis using grand means was performed by splitting the attributes into 
three categories and then calculating the grand means of each category. This approach 
allows for a closer comparison of attributes with similar qualities. In this study the 
attributes were put into one of the following categories: information attributes, attraction 
attributes, and service attributes. Table 10 shows the groupings of attributes within their 
categories. The following results (Figures 8-10) indicate the quadrant positions for each 
of the categories with the axes set at the within category grand means. As the results 
show, many of the attributes fall into different quadrants when categorical grand means 
are used for axis placement instead of the measures employed in the previous matrices. 
Use of this technique is a more stringent way to pinpoint additional areas where possible 
improvements can be achieved. 
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Figure 7. Importance-satisfaction matrix with grand means axes. 
 
 
Figure 8. Importance-satisfaction information attribute matrix with grand means. 
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Figure 9. Importance-satisfaction attraction attribute matrix with grand means. 
 
Figure 10. Importance-satisfaction service attribute matrix with grand means. 
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 A more recently applied technique in IPA was used to generate the next set of 
results. Confidence intervals set at 95% were used to determine the standard error 
associated with each of the attributes (Table 11 and 12). Using this measure of standard 
error and the matrices displayed in Figures 8-10, spot locations on the matrices for each 
attribute were analyzed to determine if any possible attribute overlap of axes existed. 
Results from this analysis (Table 13) are important when considering the attributes with 
spot locations falling close to an axis. Especially important to note are those attributes 
that originally lay in Quadrants I or IV and have a standard error bar that crosses the 
satisfaction axis. Five attributes (directional road signs, wildlife, restaurants, lodging, and 
campgrounds) fit this description, and drastically different management directions could 
be set depending on which portion of the 95% confidence interval the attributes actually 
fall. Two attributes (Native American historic sites and lodging) have confidence 
intervals that span Quadrants III and IV, which have notable differences in management 
prescriptions as well. In addition, information about events spans the axis between 
Quadrant II and III, and educational displays crosses between I and II. In these two cases 
management direction is not as likely to change between the quadrants but is still 
important to note. Overall, nine out of 22 attributes have standard errors that cross an 
axis, one of which crosses two axes. 
One last round of IPA matrices was generated by segmenting the respondent 
population. Figures 11-13 show results for the respondents who traveled less than 120 
miles to their destination in the BRHA and Figures 14-16 display the results for those 
traveling 120 miles or more. The 120 mile threshold was chosen in order to separate 
those trips that could easily be considered day trips from the longer trips. Additionally,  
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Table 13 
Importance-Satisfaction Confidence Interval Quadrantsa 
 Importance Satisfaction 
 Initial 
Quadrant 
Quadrantb 
overlap 
Initial 
Quadrant 
Quadrantb 
overlap 
Information Attributes     
Brochures II - II - 
Maps I - I - 
Educational displays I II I - 
Information about attractions IV - IV - 
Information about events III - III II 
History of BRHA III - III - 
Directional road signs IV - IV I 
Attraction Attributes     
Pioneer historic sites I - I - 
Native American historic sites III IV III - 
Agricultural (farm/ranch) sites III - III - 
Scenic byways II I II - 
Wildlife I - I IV 
Natural scenery/landscape I - I - 
Service Attributes     
Restaurants I - I IV 
Lodging (hotel/motel/B&B) IV III IV I 
Campgrounds I - I IV 
Grocery and convenience stores I - I - 
Sporting goods/equipment stores III - III - 
Souvenir/gift shops II - II - 
Guide/Outfitting services III - III - 
Transportation (shuttle/taxi) III - III - 
Gas/service stations I - I - 
aCorresponds with grand means figures 8-10. 
bPotential quadrant overlaps when applying a 95% confidence interval. 
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Figure 11. Importance-satisfaction information attribute matrix for <120 mile segment. 
 
 
 
Figure 12. Importance-satisfaction attraction attribute matrix for <120 mile segment. 
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Figure 13. Importance-satisfaction service attribute matrix for <120 mile segment. 
 
 
 
Figure 14. Importance-satisfaction information attribute matrix for ≥120 mile segment. 
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Figure 15. Importance-satisfaction attraction attribute matrix for ≥120 mile segment. 
 
 
 
Figure 16. Importance-satisfaction service attribute matrix for ≥120 mile segment. 
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the less than 120 mile segment was able to hold all of the respondents residing in the 
BRHA. These segments were placed on matrices using the three category division of 
attributes with axes placed on the segment grand means for each category. Table 14 and 
15 contain the descriptive data of the segmented analysis and are followed by the six 
corresponding IPA figures. The figures show the attributes with quadrant discrepancies 
between the two population segments. Discrepancies are also quantified and provided in 
the mean difference column of the tables. Positive values indicate higher ratings of 
attribute importance and satisfaction for respondents traveling 120 miles or more and 
negative values indicate higher ratings by respondents traveling less than 120 miles. The 
positive and negative difference of means values were also tested for statistical 
significance using a t test for two independent samples. Four attributes (brochures, 
restaurants, lodging, and gas/service station) were determined to have statistically 
significant differences in the responses between the two segments on mean ratings of 
importance. Four attributes (brochures, educational displays, Native American historic 
sites, and scenic byways) had statistically significant differences in mean ratings between 
the two segments for attribute satisfaction.    
The analyses provide management with different suggestions of areas to focus 
their resources depending on which visitor segment they choose to target for 
improvement. Table 16 provides an easy comparison of quadrant placement between the 
two segments as well as the non-segmented group. Eight attributes (educational displays, 
history of the BRHA, directional road signs, Native American historic sites, scenic 
byways, wildlife, lodging, and campgrounds) had quadrant locations that varied between 
the ratings of the two segments and group as a whole. Management suggestions and  
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Table 14 
 
Segmented Population Attribute Importance Means 
 Traveled < 120 miles Traveled ≥ 120 miles M 
Attribute Importancea M SD SE n M SD SE n Diff.b 
Information Attributes          
Brochures 3.55 1.20 .125 93 4.08 1.05 .114 86   0.53** 
Maps 4.09 1.04 .108 93 4.32 1.10 .118 87   0.23 
Educational displays 4.03 1.01 .104 93 4.16 0.91 .099 85   0.13 
Information about attractions 4.14 0.79 .082 93 4.30 0.85 .092 86   0.16 
Information about events 3.73 1.04 .106 95 3.87 1.04 .114 83   0.14 
History of BRHA 3.87 0.99 .102 94 4.09 1.03 .110 86   0.22 
Directional road signs 4.43 0.78 .081 94 4.60 0.71 .077 85   0.17 
Grand Mean 3.98    4.20      0.22 
Attraction Attributes          
Pioneer historic sites 4.16 0.95 .098 93 4.14 0.95 .103 85  -0.02 
Native American historic sites 4.05 0.96 .099 95 3.92 1.16 .127 83  -0.13 
Agricultural (farm/ranch) sites 3.34 1.14 .118 93 3.17 1.16 .127 83  -0.17 
Scenic byways 3.88 0.94 .098 92 4.08 1.03 .113 83   0.20 
Wildlife 4.25 0.83 .085 95 4.20 1.05 .113 86  -0.05 
Natural scenery/landscape 4.56 0.74 .076 95 4.45 0.92 .100 85  -0.11 
Grand Mean 4.04    3.99     -0.05 
Service Attributes          
Restaurants 3.15 1.15 .119 94 3.88 1.11 .120 86   0.73** 
Lodging (hotels/motels/B&B) 2.63 1.18 .122 94 3.29 1.32 .142 87   0.66** 
Campgrounds 3.21 1.40 .143 95 2.90 1.53 .166 84  -0.31 
Grocery/convenience stores 3.30 1.23 .127 94 3.58 1.21 .131 86   0.28 
Sporting goods/equipment stores 2.46 1.20 .123 94 2.55 1.19 .129 84   0.09 
Souvenir stores/gift shops 2.72 1.18 .121 94 2.77 1.22 .133 84   0.05 
Guide and outfitting services 2.29 1.12 .116 94 2.33 1.23 .133 85   0.34 
Transportation (shuttle/taxi) 2.06 1.09 .112 94 2.00 1.12 .124 82  -0.06 
Gas/service stations 3.51 1.22 .125 94 4.05 1.07 .116 86   0.54** 
Grand Mean 2.81    3.04      0.23 
aScores based on a 5-point Likert scale (1=Unimportant, 2=Somewhat Unimportant, 3=Neutral, 
4=Somewhat Important, 5=Important). 
bMean difference = (≥ 120 miles mean) – (< 120 miles mean); Positive values = Attribute 
importance rated higher by respondents traveling ≥ 120 miles; Negative values = Attribute 
importance rated higher by respondents traveling < 120 miles. 
**Significant at < .01 
 
actions should be made cautiously for these attributes; this is especially true for 
educational displays and lodging, which had placements that fell into three separate 
quadrants depending on the analysis and the attributes with statistically significant 
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Table 15 
 
Segmented Population Attribute Satisfaction Means 
 Traveled < 120 miles Traveled ≥ 120 miles M 
Attribute Satisfactiona M SD SE n M SD SE n Diff. b 
Information Attributes          
Brochures 4.33 0.93 .113 67 4.64 0.71 .085 69   0.31* 
Maps 4.41 0.85 .098 74 4.51 0.84 .099 72   0.10 
Educational displays 4.10 0.79 .087 81 4.47 0.81 .097 70   0.37** 
Information about attractions 4.03 0.96 .112 73 4.26 0.95 .112 72   0.23 
Information about events 4.04 0.93 .116 64 4.02 1.00 .134 56  -0.02 
History of BRHA 4.34 0.98 .118 69 4.35 0.94 .115 66   0.01 
Directional road signs 4.17 0.88 .096 84 4.39 0.89 .098 82   0.22 
Grand Mean 4.20    4.38      0.18 
Attraction Attributes          
Pioneer historic sites 4.34 0.85 .106 65 4.44 0.82 .099 68   0.10 
Native American historic sites 3.72 1.08 .148 53 4.06 1.06 .150 50   0.34** 
Agricultural (farm/ranch) sites 3.81 1.05 .151 48 3.98 0.93 .137 46   0.17 
Scenic byways 4.24 0.86 .108 63 4.63 0.68 .084 65   0.39** 
Wildlife 4.22 0.87 .098 79 4.21 0.94 .120 62  -0.01 
Natural scenery/landscape 4.67 0.62 .067 86 4.66 0.62 .070 79  -0.01 
Grand Mean 4.17    4.33      0.16 
Service Attributes          
Restaurants 3.72 0.96 .127 57 3.83 1.18 .153 60   0.11 
Lodging (hotels/motels/B&B) 3.48 0.96 .152 40 3.82 0.97 .155 39   0.34 
Campgrounds 3.84 1.04 .147 50 3.73 1.13 .196 33  -0.11 
Grocery/convenience stores 3.86 .097 .129 57 3.95 1.15 .150 59   0.09 
Sporting goods/equipment stores 3.36 0.90 .156 33 3.61 0.89 .186 23   0.25 
Souvenir stores/gift shops 3.82 1.04 .148 50 3.91 0.95 .142 45   0.09 
Guide and outfitting services 3.46 1.01 .171 35 3.57 0.87 .190 21   0.11 
Transportation (shuttle/taxi) 3.28 0.92 .163 32 3.28 0.75 .177 18   0.00 
Gas/service stations 4.00 0.99 .124 64 4.26 0.97 .118 68   0.26 
Grand Mean 3.65    3.77      0.12 
aScores based on a 5-point Likert scale (1=Dissatisfied, 2=Somewhat Dissatisfied, 3=Neutral, 
4=Somewhat Satisfied, 5=Satisfied). 
bMean difference = (≥ 120 miles mean) – (< 120 miles mean); Positive values = Attribute 
satisfaction rated higher by respondents traveling ≥ 120 miles; Negative values = Attribute 
satisfaction rated higher by respondents traveling < 120 miles. 
*Significant at < .05; ** Significant at < .01 
 
differences in means that were highlighted above. 
 An additional way to view the results from the importance-performance ratings is 
to create a means difference table from calculations of the mean attribute scores. 
67 
Table 16 
Importance-Satisfaction Segmentation Versus Non-Segmentation Quadrantsa 
 Non-segmented 
Quadrant 
<120 miles 
Quadrant 
≥120 miles 
Quadrant 
Information Attributes    
Brochures II II II 
Maps I I I 
Educational displays I IV II 
Information about attractions IV IV IV 
Information about events III III III 
History of BRHA III II III 
Directional road signs IV IV I 
Attraction Attributes    
Pioneer historic sites I I I 
Native American historic sites III IV III 
Agricultural (farm/ranch) sites III III III 
Scenic byways II II I 
Wildlife I I IV 
Natural scenery/landscape I I I 
Service Attributes    
Restaurants I I I 
Lodging (hotel/motel/B&B) IV III I 
Campgrounds I I III 
Grocery and convenience stores I I I 
Sporting goods/equipment stores III III III 
Souvenir/gift shops II II II 
Guide/Outfitting services III III III 
Transportation (shuttle/taxi) III III III 
Gas/service stations I I I 
aCorresponds with attribute category (information, attraction, and service) grand 
means (Figures 8-10) and segmented grand means (Figures 11-16). 
 
 
uses the means scores for importance and satisfaction for ratings of the 22 attributes. The 
calculations of mean difference were made by subtracting the mean importance score 
from the mean satisfaction score. When viewing these results negative values represent 
attributes not rated as highly on satisfaction as importance. Negative values suggest 
possible areas for management improvement regardless of the quadrant the attribute falls 
within. Of special note in the table are the seven attributes with negative means 
difference values, especially the two (directional road signs and Native American historic 
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Table 17 
Importance-Satisfaction Mean Difference Paired Samples t-Test (2-tailed) 
 
 
 
n 
Importance 
Meana 
Satisfaction 
Meana 
Mean 
Differenceb 
 
Sig. 
Information Attributes      
Brochures 133 4.16 4.47       .31      .001*** 
Maps 145 4.48 4.47      -.01      .938  
Educational displays 149 4.28 4.44       .16      .044*  
Information about attractions 143 4.32 4.20      -.12      .163  
Information about events 119 4.06 4.03      -.03      .710  
History of BRHA 134 4.16 4.19       .03      .824  
Directional road signs 163 4.56 4.26      -.30      .000*** 
Grand Mean  4.29 4.29       .00  
Attraction Attributes      
Pioneer historic sites 131 4.38 4.39       .01      .926  
Native American historic sites 102 4.41 3.87      -.54      .001*** 
Agricultural (farm/ranch) sites   93 3.56 3.88       .32      .005** 
Scenic byways 123 4.20 4.43       .23      .009** 
Wildlife 141 4.38 4.21      -.17      .064  
Natural scenery/landscape 164 4.56 4.66       .10      .147  
Grand Mean  4.25 4.24      -.01  
Service Attributes      
Restaurants 117 3.79 3.78      -.01      .940  
Lodging (hotel/motel/B&B)   79 3.47 3.65       .18      .141  
Campgrounds   82 3.80 3.80       .00    1.00  
Grocery and convenience stores 115 3.78 3.90       .12      .305  
Sporting goods/equipment stores   56 3.07 3.46       .39      .009** 
Souvenir/gift shops   95 3.07 3.86       .79      .000*** 
Guide/Outfitting services   56 2.82 3.50       .68      .000*** 
Transportation (shuttle/taxi)   50 2.42 3.28       .86      .000*** 
Gas/service stations 131 4.02 4.13       .11      .261  
Grand Mean  3.35 3.71       .36  
aMean scores based on a 5-point Likert scale (1=Unimportant/Dissatisfied, 
  2=Somewhat Unimportant/Somewhat Dissatisfied, 3=Neutral, 4=Somewhat 
  Important/Somewhat Satisfied, 5=Important/Satisfied). 
bMean difference = (Satisfaction mean) – (Importance mean) 
*Significant at < .05; **Significant at < .01; ***Significant at < .001 
 
sites) with statistically significant negative values. Conversely, higher positive values 
indicate attributes rated higher on satisfaction than importance. 
 Lastly, results of an ANOVA are presented here (Table 18). As a measure of 
hypothesis testing, statistically significant results from the ANOVA identify which 
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attributes have a probability of type I error that is lower than the p < .05, p < .01, or p      
< .001 levels. Results of a Levene test for each attribute indicated only two attributes 
(pioneer historic sites and campgrounds) with results of potentially serious violations of 
homogeneity. Of note in the ANOVA table is the number of respondents for each 
attribute. Discrepancies in the numbers between this and the previous importance-
satisfaction data are due to the ANOVA test’s exclusion of responses from individuals 
who did not rate both importance and satisfaction of an individual attribute. 
Results from ANOVAs of the information attributes category indicated four out 
of the seven attributes had statistically significant results at the p < .05 level or greater. 
Attributes with significance at p < .05 included brochures, educational displays, and 
history of the BRHA, while information about events was significant at the p < .001 
level. For the attraction attributes category significant attributes included: wildlife at p    
< .05, scenic byways at p < .01, and pioneer historic sites and agricultural sites at p          
< .001. The service attribute category showed the highest instance of statistical 
significance with all attributes except transportation showing significance at the p < .01 
or p < .001 levels. An examination of the means plots for the ANOVAs showed a 
generally positive slope for all but three of the attributes, and steeper slopes corresponded  
with higher levels of significance. Natural scenery, scenic byways and transportation all 
had the largest discrepancies between Likert scale ratings of importance and satisfaction. 
Natural scenery and scenic byways showed spikes in the slope associated with individual 
ratings of low importance that corresponded with high ratings of satisfaction, while 
transportation showed a negative turn in slope as those rating it as highly important 
tended to rate it lower on satisfaction. While the possibility of a type I error is present for 
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Table 18 
Importance-Satisfaction Analysis of Variancea 
 Nb S.S.c df F Sig. 
Information Attributes      
Brochures 133   8.43 4 3.183   .016* 
Maps 145   2.73 4   .962   .430 
Educational displays 149   6.07 4 2.464   .048* 
Information about attractions 143   6.63 3 2.521   .060 
Information about events 119 19.01 4 6.027   .000*** 
History of BRHA 134   9.75 4 2.745   .031* 
Directional road signs 163   2.39 3 1.014   .338 
Attraction Attributes      
Pioneer historic sites 131 14.81 4 6.109   .000*** 
Native American historic sites 102   7.02 4 1.543   .196 
Agricultural (farm/ranch) sites   93 26.94 4 9.444   .000*** 
Scenic byways 123 10.42 4 4.675 .002** 
Wildlife 141 10.02 4 3.287   .013* 
Natural scenery/landscape 164   1.99 4 1.303   .271 
Service Attributes      
Restaurants 117 20.36 4 5.006   .001*** 
Lodging (hotel/motel/B&B)   79 20.81 4 7.228   .000*** 
Campgrounds   82 23.06 4 6.358   .000*** 
Grocery and convenience stores 115 23.00 4 5.980   .000*** 
Sporting goods/equipment stores   56 14.27 4 6.135   .000*** 
Souvenir/gift shops   95 14.36 4 4.096  .004** 
Guide/Outfitting services   56 17.61 4 6.935   .000*** 
Transportation (shuttle/taxi)   50   3.38 4 1.162   .340 
Gas/service stations 131 19.88 4 5.858   .000*** 
aIndependent variable = Importance; Dependent variable = Satisfaction 
bIncludes respondents who rated individual attributes on both importance and 
satisfaction. 
cBetween group sum of squares. 
*Significant at < .05; **Significant at < .01; ***Significant at < .001 
 
 
all attributes with non-significant ratings, the indicated validity of the majority of the data 
tends to suggest the larger validity of the entire group of attributes. 
 
 
 
71 
Results Summary 
 In summation, the results of this study begin to paint a clearer picture of the 
general characteristics of tourists in the BRHA and provide the first baseline data 
collected from visitors in the area. Results of this study delve in both applied and 
theoretical realms of science allowing them to serve a dual purpose. Management 
suggestions for the BRHA can be drawn from these results and a discussion of theoretical 
implications for recreation specialization and importance-performance also ensue. 
 A review and analysis of the research goals and purpose of this study are 
presented in the following chapter. Furthermore, a discussion of the results from an 
applied as well as theoretical viewpoint is presented. Lastly, directions for future research 
are discussed in terms of the BRHA specifically and heritage tourism in general.  
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CHAPTER V 
DISCUSSION 
Research Goals and Objectives 
 The goals and objectives highlighted in the first chapter were reached through the 
implementation of visitor surveys and analysis of the data obtained. The results presented 
in the previous chapter along with the coming discussion provide a valuable metric to 
measure how the BRHA is performing. The study achieved success as a first of its kind 
summation of baseline visitor data in the BRHA. This baseline data, along with the 
importance-performance analyses, offers valuable guidance for future leadership 
objectives in the area. Furthermore, the results provide a chance to critically examine the 
theoretical implications associated with applying recreation specialization and 
importance-performance in the milieu of heritage tourism. 
 
Management Implications 
 This study provides a wealth of information for BRHA leadership and site 
managers. In the most basic sense, the study provides valuable baseline demographic 
information about visitors at sites in the BRHA. As the first study completed in the 
heritage area, the data collected will benefit any future studies the BRHA decides to 
undertake by providing a benchmark upon which to measure future data. 
 Quite possibly the most pressing issue for leadership identified through this 
research is increasing recognition of the BRHA as an entity. As a relatively young 
organization the area is still in the phase of establishing their brand and base of visitors. 
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Some heritage sites affiliated with the area have strong name recognition at the local level 
(e.g., American West Heritage Center) and national level (e.g., Golden Spike NHS), 
while visitors still have low levels of awareness of the BRHA as an organization. This is 
a major roadblock that should be addressed first and foremost. Data from the intercept 
survey showed only 17.3% of those surveyed were familiar with the title Bear River 
Heritage Area and many of those who had heard of the BRHA had only heard of it in 
passing. Furthermore, some of those working at sites affiliated with the heritage area 
were unsure of the details of what actually constituted the BRHA when they were 
contacted for help with this study. In order to advance the bid for designation as a 
National Heritage Area, branding and recognition need to be given priority. One possible 
route to take is reaching out to current visitors at BRHA sites and educating them about 
the area as over 60% of visitors obtained their information for their trip during a previous 
trip or from family and friends who had previously visited the area. 
 The location of the BRHA between high population centers along the Wasatch 
Front and the tourism hotspots of Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks provides 
a unique opportunity for the heritage area to be an intermediate destination. This was 
evident in the results of an intercept survey question where 40% of respondents indicated 
they were just passing through the area and decided to stop at a heritage area site. Some 
of the visitors commented during the course of the intercept survey or wrote a comment 
on the mail survey that they had no idea what the area had to offer before making a side 
trip as part of their larger itinerary. This highlights the opportunity for independent 
locations to promote the greater network of BRHA offerings while referring visitors to 
neighboring sites that might also be of interest. 
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 When viewing the basic demographics of survey respondents a couple of results 
stand out. First, the sample was highly educated with 68.8% of residents possessing a 
Bachelor’s degree of higher. Second, the respondents were largely affluent with 61.4% 
bringing in an annual household income of $50,000 or more. These findings present a 
couple of pathways moving forward. The BRHA can either play to its strengths by 
increasing opportunities potentially desirable for higher educated and affluent 
individuals, or bolster outreach efforts and ensure a variety of low cost accessible 
opportunities are available and directed toward currently underrepresented groups. 
 In terms of recreation specialization findings, little from this study can be applied 
directly to management recommendations due to a lack of reliable findings and diverse 
nature of the sites that comprise the BRHA. However, findings from the survey data and 
time in the field researching suggest tourists in the area participate in a large array of 
heritage related activities. It is recommended the area continue to develop its more 
specialized offerings (e.g., National Historic Trails), while also promoting the full range 
of tourism opportunities available in the area. Other heritage areas (e.g., Path of Progress 
NHA) have a more defined group of heritage sites based around one or two themes. The 
lack of a strong overarching theme may limit the BRHA in some aspects, but the 
diversity of opportunities in the area could be promoted to attract many levels of visitors, 
especially those who would be placed lower on the specialization continuum if the 
analysis were possible. 
 In regards to the IPA, the BRHA seems to be performing well on most of the 
attributes included in the survey. The series of IPA techniques employed in this study 
highlight some of the possible areas for improvement depending on management 
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objectives. Area leadership should find it encouraging that visitor mean satisfaction with 
their trip to the area was rated very high. However, there is still room for improvement 
and the results indicate the following attributes deserve the most attention moving 
forward: information about attractions, directional road signs, and Native American 
historic sites. Other areas potentially deserving management attention and resources 
include: educational displays, information about events, agricultural sites, lodging, and 
campgrounds. Conversely, brochures and souvenir/gift shops consistently fell into 
Quadrant II suggesting they may not need any more attention or even as much as they are 
currently receiving. 
It should also be understood that even for the attributes shown to fall into 
Quadrant I it would not be a good idea to abandon current efforts altogether; instead, 
these attributes represent strengths with the potential to be promoted as key attractions. 
Results from this study indicate BRHA strengths include: maps of the area, pioneer 
historic site attractions, wildlife, natural scenery/landscape, restaurants, 
grocery/convenience stores, and gas stations. Hence, there is potential for the BRHA to 
advertise and promote these specific attractions and services currently performing well.  
In summation, strengths and areas for improvement were identified by the sample 
of survey respondents. The results provide insight into some aspects of the BRHA and 
broadly highlight the areas where energy and investment might pay the biggest dividends. 
Nevertheless, this research serves best when viewed as a baseline study, and follow-up 
studies are recommended as the BRHA continues to gain traction and forge stronger 
connections between the heritage offerings and heritage tourists. A recommended place 
to start is with marketing the BRHA as a destination by increasing familiarity with the 
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title of the area and its offerings that were rated highly on both importance and 
performance. 
Summary of management prescriptions: 
• Work to increase BRHA name recognition and visitor awareness of heritage sites. 
• Increase cooperation and cross referrals between heritage offerings. 
• Take advantage of location and cater to those passing through the area. 
• Promote a full range of activity types for all visitor specialization levels. 
• Improve upon weaker performing attributes, especially: information about 
attractions, directional road signs, and Native American historic sites. 
• Promote high performing destination and service attractions as area strengths. 
 
Theoretical Implications 
 As an emerging type of tourism activity, heritage tourism provides an arena in 
which established recreation and tourism theories can be applied. Some theories and 
analyses such as IPA lend themselves well to heritage tourism research, while others like 
recreation specialization may not be so easily applied or measured. The diversity of what 
has come to constitute a heritage area also complicates the application of theories across 
the breadth of heritage tourism offerings. 
 This case study attempted to follow an outline similar to that of a study previously 
successful at measuring heritage tourism specialization at a National Heritage Area in 
Pennsylvania. Trends similar to those in the Pennsylvania study emerged from this study, 
but in the case of the BRHA, application of the recreation specialization framework was 
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unsuccessful. This lack of success could be due to multiple reasons, and the suspected 
reasons are discussed here. 
First, differences in site offerings and region where the heritage area is located all 
have an effect on the application of any theory; this was especially true in this case. The 
method of analyzing recreation specialization used at a heritage area largely comprised of 
industrial heritage based sites did not work in a heritage area with a greater diversity of 
heritage tourism sites. Second, areas like the BRHA could also have problems applying 
the same methods between individual sites due to the disparities between the more 
natural heritage sites and the cultural heritage sites. Third, heritage tourists in the BRHA 
may represent all levels along the specialization continuum, but the higher specialized 
individuals may not frequent the same sites as those with lower specialization. Some of 
the more specialized offerings in the BRHA (e.g., searching for historic trail ruts) are 
harder to sample due to their dispersed nature and may have been underrepresented in 
this study. Lastly, Bryan’s specialization framework, though widely used, may not be the 
best framework for measuring possible specialization levels for visitors to heritage areas, 
in this case the BRHA. 
In regards to IPA, this study attempted to apply an array of the techniques 
established over the past few decades. The rigor of IPA has been challenged since its 
inception by researchers focused on analyses based on more complex statistical 
techniques. This case study exposes some of the weaknesses espoused by those who have 
questioned the utility of IPA; however, it also highlights some of the successes resulting 
from the application of multiple emerging IPA techniques. 
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This case study would suggest techniques applying measures of grand means, 
confidence intervals, and population segmentation add rigor to the original IPA 
framework. Furthermore, combining these techniques within one study may accrue 
additional benefits that could help to draw more detailed management conclusions from 
importance-performance data. It is suggested that at the very least the IPA matrix axes 
should be placed upon grand means values rather than scale centered values. This case 
study was a perfect example of how scale centered axis placement can fail to provide any 
useful information upon which to base management decisions. Ideally, attribute spot 
locations near an axis should use confidence interval measures to determine if the 
standard error bars cross an axis. Segmentation of the sample population may also prove 
useful in studies where there are well defined groups that may have different needs or 
desires. The segmentation technique could prove especially useful in studies where 
management is interested in targeting certain groups to direct improvements toward. No 
singular IPA technique is appropriate for all studies and combinations of techniques 
could be useful in many situations. 
 
Directions for Future Research 
 For the BRHA in particular, further research would be valuable to build off of the 
baseline data established by this study. Survey length, study timeframe, and funding 
constraints limited the scope of this research. Future studies could examine other popular 
heritage tourism research areas such as authenticity and interpretation not touched upon 
here. Qualitative techniques could also be incorporated in studies similar to one currently 
researching the dynamics between a collection of heritage businesses and the BRHA. 
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Qualitative techniques would provide a further depth to the data and round out the 
quantitative results presented here. 
 In terms of heritage tourism research in general, this study provides a cautionary 
tale of the difficulties associated with a still emerging form of tourism that is only 
broadly defined and not well understood by the very individuals participating in it. 
Furthermore, it shows that a research technique successfully used in one heritage tourism 
study may not be successful within the context of an area with different types of heritage 
tourism offerings. Applying established theories from recreation and tourism research 
may not be as straightforward for all types of heritage tourism, especially when applied to 
sites that are part of a heritage area with relatively disparate offerings. 
 In regards to measures of importance performance, management prescriptions 
should be made cautiously and researchers should use a combination of the techniques 
developed over the past few decades in order to achieve the most rigorous analysis 
possible. The original IPA framework provides a place to begin analysis, but in cases like 
this study it does little to help direct management actions unless further techniques are 
employed. However, IPA should not be abandoned because it can provide valuable 
information in an easy to analyze and interpret format at relatively low costs. 
  Future research should consider alternative measures of visitor specialization and 
compare and contrast the findings to those acquired here using Bryan’s framework. In 
terms of IPA, there is potential for a more in-depth exploration of the addition of 
confidence intervals to the IPA matrix. As a relatively new addition to the IPA concept, 
confidence intervals deserve further research and analysis to determine their potential 
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contributions. Lastly, future research must be cognizant of the challenges associated with 
applying any theory to an activity as broad and loosely defined as heritage tourism. 
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Bear River Heritage Area Visitor Survey Instructions 
To: Bear River Heritage Area Business Owners, Managers, Employees, & Volunteers 
 
For your information, the purpose of this survey is to gain a better understanding of visitors to 
businesses and attractions in the Bear River Heritage Area (BRHA).  Specifically, we are 
interested in visitors from outside the area: what draws them here; whether the BRHA is their 
primary destination or are they merely passing through; their characteristics; their spending 
patterns and related economic impact due to tourism; and other items of interest to the BRHA 
with respect to visitors.  In order to gather this information, we have designed a short visitor 
survey to be given out to visitors at your BRHA businesses and attractions.   
 
Completed visitor surveys should be collected and stored, and will be picked up periodically by 
researchers from Utah State University’s Institute for Outdoor Recreation and Tourism (IORT).  
As a BRHA business or attraction, this effort will require your assistance with encouraging 
visitors to participate in the survey. The benefits of this effort will be the collection of baseline 
data on BRHA visitors, information we have never had.  A final report of the findings will be 
prepared and distributed to all BRHA members.  This information may be critical to our effort to 
achieve federal designation of the Bear River Heritage Area.  Please assist us with this effort! 
 
• Visitor surveys and the Bear River Heritage Area display should be placed on the front counter 
of your business and/or attraction, if appropriate. 
• Each visitor should be briefly informed about the visitor survey and asked if she/he would be 
willing to take a few moments to fill it out and return it to you. 
 Sample Visitor Survey Instructions: The Bear River Heritage Area is conducting a survey of 
visitors to BRHA businesses and attractions.  Would you please take a few moments to fill out 
our survey? 
• Be sure to point out the visitor survey to each of your visitors.  This may need to be very brief 
during your busy times, but it is important every visitor has an opportunity to complete a visitor 
survey. 
• If visitors do not want to complete a survey, it’s ok. 
• If a visitor asks about the BRHA, the nature of the visitor survey, who is behind the survey, or 
whether or not they want to fill out a survey, refer them to the accompanying BRHA display, 
which should be placed next to the visitor survey. 
• When the survey is returned, please make sure the visitor has filled in the date and time on the 
top right corner of the survey form. 
• The survey should be returned by the visitor with the contact information portion detached from 
the rest of the form. These two pieces of the survey should be stored in separate envelopes until 
they are picked up by one of the researchers. 
 
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Dr. Steve Burr, IORT Director, at (435) 797-
7094; steve.burr@usu.edu; Doug Reiter, IORT Research Associate, at (435) 797-2502; 
dougreiter@gmail.com; or Tyler Baird, Graduate Research Assistant, at (435) 797-1009; 
ty.a.baird@aggiemail.usu.edu. 
In advance, thank you for your assistance. 
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